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INTRODUCTORY OBSERVATIONS. 

Review of Cousin. 

Review of Cousin — President Edwards on self-determination — 
Moral government of God — Testimony of scripture — Ambig- 
uous phraseology— ^Figurative language— Acrimonious con- 
troversy. . 

Soon after the publication of Henry's translation of 
Cousin's Psychology, I undertook to write a review 
of the work, for the Christian Spectator. Before 
coming to the chapter which treats of the Freedom 
of the Will, in the latter part of the book, the ffview 
had already been extended so far, that there was not 
room left to do justice, at that time, to so difficult a 
subject. It was, therefore, passed without notice. I 
have since been apprehensive, that from (his omission, 
an inference might perhaps be drawn, that I acqui- 
esce in the opinions there presented by Cousin. Long 
continued ill health, and urgent officic^ engagements, 
have prevented an earlier expression of my own views 
on the subjaet. In endeavoring to give it a fair ex- 

2 
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Edwards on self-determination. 



aminatioD; I have not thought it necessary to confine 
my observations to a review of Cousin. The self- 
determining power of the will is a subject which is 
intimately connected with many of the theological dis- 
cussions of the present day. Yet there are reasons 
for believing that it is not, in all points of view, gen- 
erally and clearly understood. President Edwards, 
in his treatise on the Will, has given a masterly expo- 
sition of the principal forms in which it is commonly 
presented. But for some reason or other, his view 
of contingent self-determination* appears to have at- 
tracted less attention of late, than that particular mode 
of statement which he resolves into an infinite series 
of volitions. The doctrine of his opponents was this, 
that the free acts of the will are not determined to be 
as th^ are, by any influence from without the will 
itself: This was considered by him as involving the 
alternative, that every volition is determined either by 
a preceding volition, jor by nothing at all. The lat- 
ter is contingent self-determination. This appeared 
to him so obviously absurd, as not to call for a logical 
statement, expanded into the form of a regularly con- 
structed demonstration. To the other branch of the 
alternative, he has done such ample justice, that the 
question concerning it may be considered as defini- 
tively settled. This may be one reason why the ad- 
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I Moral governmeDt of God. 

vocates of a self-detem^ining power Id the will, adhere 
SO teoacioasly to^bat form of the doctrine which im- 
plies contingence, as being the only ground left, on 
which they can hope to maintain -their position. 

The momentous interest which belongs to this sub- 
ject, lies in its relation to the moral government of 
God. If nothifng from without the will of the agent 
can have any influence in determining what his voli- 
tions shall be, then it must be beyond the power of 
even the Father of our spirits to give direction to the 
acts of the will, without interfering with the preroga- 
tive of accountable agency. Omnipotence itself can- 
not \^rk contradictions. When that inexplicable 
power, the human will, has once been set a going, it 
must, according to the doctrine of some, be suffered 
to run on forever, throwing off its volitions J)y con- 
tingent efficiency, uncontrolled and uncontrollable, by 
any thing fr6ra without itself. If the Creator has filled 
this and other worlds with living ageqts, whose acts 
of will are entirely independent of himself; he can 
only look on,- and observe the operation of their vol- 
untary powers ; accommodating the course of his ex- 
ternal providence to what they may happen to deter- 
mine. On this supposition, he can punish iniq^^ity, 
but can do nothing to prevent it, without impairing * 
the independence of moral agency. He can render 
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Moral government of God. Testfmony of Scripture. 

a retoard'io virtue, but can take no effectual measures 
to promote it, except by such a determining fnfluence, 
as is supposed to be inconsistent wfth the .very nature 
of virtue. He can rule the worlds of matter^ which 
roll in harmony and brightness through the heavens, 
but can not control the heart of man. The rewards 
and punishments which he distributes to the subjects 
of his moral kingdom, can have no efficacy in favor 
of obedience. Human means also for the prevention 
of vice, and th^ promotion of holiness in others, must 
be entirely unavailing, if they can have no influence 
in determining the acts of the will. To what purpose 
are the restraints of education, the injunction^pof pa- 
rental authority, the admonitions of friendship, the 
sanctions of law, and the solemn ministrations of the 
house of God ; if the purposes of the heart are wholly 
independent of them all ; if contingence is the su- 
preme law of voluntary agency. 

On a subject so momentous, and so difficult to be 
thoroughly comprehended in alt its relations, it might 
be expected-, that we should almost instinctively turn 
to the records of inspired truth for -instruction. He 
who gave to the human soul its being, and all its pow- 
ers pf thought and volition, must surely know, wheth- 
er any efficacious influence from without^ is inconsist- 
ent with accountable agency. 
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Testimony of Scripture. 

But here we are fdet with aD assumption which 
precludes a refereuce to the decision of scripture. It 
is claimed, that reason, and consciousness, and com- 
mon sense, have already decided the point ; and that 
God can not contradict, in his word, what he has dis- 
tinctly made known to us, by the faculties which he 
himself has implanted in the soul. Whatever passa- 
ges, therefore, which $eem to favor a particular doc- 
trine, may be found in the scriptures ; they are to be 
so interpreted^ as not to signify any thing which reason 
pronounces to be absurd. We are called upon, then, 
to inquire, whether the position, that nothing but the 
will itiplf has any influence in determining what its 
acts shall be, is so intuitively or demonstrably certain, 
as to preclude all possibility of finding the contrary 
declared inthe word of God. So long as this position 
is adhered to, it is in vain to think of appealingto the 
authority of the scriptures, on the question respecting 
a self-determining power of the will. They will, of 
course, be so explained, as to express a meaning in . 
conformity with the principles assumed. This is my 
apology for making an application of dry metaphysics 
to a subject^o nearly connected with one of the most 
important departments of scriptural theology. Those 
who are prepared to receive implicitly the divine tes- 

2* 
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TestimoDj of Seri^are. 



timooy, just as they fiod it on the sacred page, may 
pass over this part of the subject, as being unnecessary 
for them ; and proceed to the section in which the 
evidence from scripture is presented. I do not pro- 
pose to establish certain theological points, by meta- 
physical reasoning, and then call in the aid of revela- 
tion, merely to confirm the results of philosophical 
discussion. I would only aim at removing some of 
the objections which may. lie in the way of a ready 
admission of the testimony of scripture, on the subject 
under consideration. 

In attempting to express my views, on a point of 
some difficulty, it has been a question with m% what 
chance 1 have of making myself well understood. 1 
have no expectation of being able to write in such a 
manner, as to avoid all danger of being misapprehen- 
ded ; especially if quotations should be made of single 
sentences or short paragraphs, cut out from the passa- 
ges which explain and qualify their meaning. A com- 
position must be insuJSferably tedious, which is so elab- 
orately wrought, that each sentence can be as clearly 
and fully understood, when taken by itself, as wheo 
read in connection with what precedes a^jd what fol- 
lows. An intricate subject can not be thoroughly dis- 
cussed, in a way to be comprehended at once, by 
hasty and superficial readers. 
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Amfajgnons phraseology. 



The main source ef the misapprehensions which 
are so common, in metaphysical investigations, is the 
great ambiguity of the language of mental philosophy. 
It forms a striking contrast to the uniform distinctness 
of the terms in mathematical science. The value of 
a discussion upon any point connected with the free- 
dom of the will, must depend, in a great measure, 
upon the skill with which the writer disengages the 
subject from the ambiguities of language which meet 
him at every turn. This is not to be done, by avoid- 
ing the use of such terms as have various meanings. 
For be will find no others belonging to this department 
of knowledge. The art of rightly using ambiguous 
terms, consists in so introducing and placing them, 
that, with suitable definitions and explanations when 
necessary, the connection will show which of their 
several meanings is to be given them at the time. 
The writer need not go upon the supposition, as is 
too often the case, that a word which he uses has only 
one proper signification. He may even be allowed 
to use it in dififerent senses himself, if he will enable 
the reader to distinguish the various meanings given 
to if in different places. And while he maikes his 
own selection among the authorized significations of a 
terra ; he ought readily to concede to others the priv- 
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Ambignoas phraseology. 

ilege of making a different choice, upon the condition 
of rendering the meaning distinct to the reader. A 
large portion of the agitating controversies which bring 
such reproach upon the Christian church, at the pres- 
ent day, would be put at rest, if each contending par- 
ty would no longer insist that others should not only 
agree with them in opinion, but should express their 
belief in the same words. Doctrinal differences amonsf 
Christians are often greatly magnified, by the diversity 
in the phraseology to which the opposing parties are 
severally accustomed. They frequently agree in their 
opinions, while they differ in the language which they 
use to express them. Jealousy, and alienation, and 
division may be removed, by explaining the ambigu- 
ity of theological terms. On the other hand, there 
may be important differences of opinion, among those 
who agree in the use of the same form of words. A 
man who is deviating from scriptural tnith, may avail 
hin)se]f of long established and approved phraseology, 
for the purpose of concealing erroneous views, which, 
if prematurely disclosed, might excite suspicion and 
alarm. There is a wide difference between asititr am- 
biguous hngiiBge fromnecessittfy and using it of choice. 
In the one case, the writer endeavors to guard, as 
much as possible, against misapprehension. In the 
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AmbigaoQs phraseology. Figurative language. 

Other, to render the meaoiDg dubious, is the very pur- 
pose for which the ambiguous terms are chosen. 
Even those who are sound in their doctrinal views, 
may unintentionally propagate error, by an unguarded 
use of expressions, which may convey, to many minds, 
a meaning very different from what was intended. I 
am far from supposing, that all the differences of opin- 
ion among professing Christians are merely verbal. 
There is surely an immeasurable distance between a 
system of doctrines which considers the volitions of 
creatures as all fortuitous, and one which views them 
as under the direction of the divine will. 

One very fruitful source of the misapprehensions 
which are so frequent in metaphysical investigations, 
is the use of figurative language. To avoid this 
wholly, is almost impossible. It is true, that meta- 
phorical expressions may be without ambiguity. But 
the figures in (nental philosophy, are almost exclusively 
drawn from material objects ; and the properties and 
laws of the mind, di^er so widely from those of matter, 
that the analogies which are drawn between them, are 
often calculated to mislead. Even the most cautious 
metaphysician will find it difficult to avoid altogether 
this source of error ; for the most familiar and well 
established terms in mental science, have been bor« 
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Figurative language. Acrimonious controversy. 

rowed from language originally appropriated to mate- 
rial phenonsena. 

But the liabilities to uncertainty of meaning are 
greatly multiplied, by the ardor of theological contro- 
versy. The language of excited feeling is almost 
always figurative. And in the glow of party conten- 
tion, a man does not always stop to consider, whether 
the figures which he uses have all the precision that 
is requisite to secure them from misinterpretation. 
He regards more the keen edge of his weapons, than 
the unerring aim with which they might be directed. 
'^ Logic set on fire," is better fitted to make a popu- 
lar application of principles already established, than 
to disengage an intricate subject from the mazes by 
which the truth is concealed ; — to bring it forth into 
clear and open day. Language the most suitable for 
the latter purpose is simple and unadorned. 

But how can one expect to gain a hearing on a 
subject uninviting in itself, if he does not throw around 
it the attractions of imagery, and the refinements of 
elegant composition ? To what purpose does he anx- 
iously guard himself against being misunderstood, 
when he is in greater danger of not being read? In 
this day of clamor, and strife, and hot contention, 
bow can a man hope to be noticed at all, if he does 
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Acrimonious controversy. 

not take a hostile position, and brandish the fiery tem- 
pered weapons of a combatant? Who, now a days, 
cares to read a book which has in it none of the en- 
venomed shafts of controversy ? Who subscribes for 
even a religious periodical, if he finds it firee from the 
bitterness of party animosity.? Notwithstanding these 
discouraging considerations, I shall endeavor to avoid 
the acrimony and personaVrties of theological contro- 
versy ; and shall incur the hazard of attempting to 
make myself understood, though it may be with a 
sacrifice of some of the ornaments of style. 

The subject of our inquiry has important relations 
to almost every part of doctrinal and practical theol- 
ogy. But in attempting to examine a single point, 
I have not thought it necessary to write a whole sys- 
tem of divinity. Though it will be requisite to refer, 
occasionally, to several kindred subjects, for the pur- 
pose of illustration, and to obviate objections ; yet it 
is desirable to avoid rendering the investigation need- 
lessly complicated, by the introduction of superfluous 
matter. 
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Cause and effect. 
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Cause and effect — Dependence — Efficacy of a cause-^Complei 
cause — Efficient causes — Physical and Moral causes — Nega- 
tive causes — jErery change has a cause — Contingence — De- 
pendent contingence — Absolute contingence — Power — Men- 
tal powers — Classification of Mental powers — The will — 
Volition — Emotions. 

The point proposed for our examination is the self- 
determining power of the will. But here we are met, 
at the threshhold, by a very ambiguous term. gWhat 
is po^er ? Before we proceed, it will be necessary 
to stop and inquire what it means. In all the signifi- 
cations of the lerra, it probably has relation to a cause. 
The nieaning of one of ihe words is explained, by 
referring to the other. What,'then, is a cause ? 

A Cause, in the more extended signification of 
the term, is an antecedent on which something 

DEPENDS. 

An Effect is a conse^^uent of something upon 

which it DEPENDS. 

3 
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Cause and effect. Dependence. 

Between a cause and its effect, there is always the 
relation of antecedent and consequent. But ante- 
cedence is not the only element, in the notion of a 
cause. There must also be dependence. The dark- 
ness of the night precedes the light of the day. But 
the darkness is not the cau^ of the light. The one 
does not depend on the other. Every change in the 
universe, at any one moment of time, is the imme- 
diate antecedent of every change which takes place 
in the succeeding moment. But every one of the 
former changes, is not the cause of every one of the 
latter. 

One thing depends on another, when the one exists 
on account of the other, and when, without the other 
or something equivalent, it would not exist. This 
implie^ that there is that, in the nature and relations 
of the antecedent, which secures the existence A* the 
consequent. It is what is called efficacy, in reference 
to the cause; and dependence, in reference to the 
effect. An event, or change, or action, depends on 
a particular antecedent or antecedents, when it takes 
place on account of such antecedents, but would not 
take place without them. One thing depends oa 
another for the mode of its existence, when any dif- 
ference in the antecedent makes a difference in the 
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Dependence. 
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coDsequeDt. Thus the waves of the sea vary, accord- 
ing to the changes in the force of the wind. The 
ground of dependence may be very different, in dif- 
ferent cases. The quantity of surface on a globe, de- 
pends on the length of the diameter. Any change 
in the diameter would tiake a difference in the sur- 
face. The ground of dependence, here, is the geo- 
metrical relation of the parts of the globe. The 
velocity of a given body, moving without resistance, 
depends on the force with which it has been impelled. 
Any change in the impelling force would make a 
change in the velocity. This is dependence of an 
effect upon its cause. A mathematical theorem de- 
pends on the definitions and axioms by which itJis 
demonstrated. This is a logical dependence of a 
concltAsion upon premises. In all these cases, the 
depAidence is certain, though the ground^ ^g^it may 
be very different. One thing depends upon several 
others taken together, when it is the consequcyaee 
of these, but without the united influence of them 
all, it would not.be what it is. One thing depends 
in part on another, when this is one of two or more 
antecedents, upon which, taken collectively, the con- 
sequent depends. The tides of the ocean depend 
partly on the position of the moon, and partly on the 
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Efficacy of a cause. 



place of the sun in the heavens. One event is inde- 
pendent of another, when the one neither promotes I 
or hinders the taking place of the other. j 

A cause is that which not only is followed by its I 
effect, but which renders the effect certain. It is not | 
only an antecedent, but an efficacious antecedent. 
President Edwards says, " I sometimes use the word 
cause, in this Inquiry, to signify any antecedent, either 
natural or moral, positive or negative, on which an 
event, either a thing, or the manner or circumstance 
of a thing, so depends, that it is the ground and rea- 
son, either in whole or in part, why it is rather than 
not; or why it is as it is, rather than otherwise.""* 
**Dependence on the influence of a cause is the very 
notion of an effect. "f . 

Even Dr. Thomas Brown, who has written largely 
on thislk^ject, though he asserts, that the only essen- 
tial circumstance of causation is invariableness of ante- 
cedence and consequence ; yet uses language which 
implies, that in this expression, he includes what is 
commonly meant by dependence, efficacy, influence, 
&c. He employs the very terms efficacy and effi' 
ciency, as synonymous with power. He says, that 

♦ Edwards on the Will: Part ii. Sec. 3. t Ibid. Part n. Sec. 8. 
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" to J)e that which can not exist, without being in* 
staotly fc^wed by a certain event, is to be the came 
of the event, as a correlative term.'' He evidently 
does not intend to exclude dependence, efficacy, &;c. 
from our notion of causation ; but seems to suppose, 
that they are, of course, impUed in '^ a sequence so 
invariable, that it forever has been, forever will be, 
and forever must be." The two elements of depen* 
dence and invariable antecedence, he appears to blend 
into one. If they are distinct, as, by most minds, 
they will probably be thought to be ; both are cer- 
tainly to be included in our notion of causation.''^ 

An effect Daay, in many cases, be produced, not 
by any single antecedent ; but by the combined in- 
fluence of several. All the circumstances upon which 
the efiect depends may be considered as a complex 
cause. If any one of the antecedents be wanting, 
the effect may fail. If either the soil upon which 
grain is sown, or the rain, or the sunshine be deficient, 
an abundant harvest will not be gathered. The in- 
fluence of the several parts of a complex cause may 
be very various. In the formation of the rainbow, 
the sun has an agency widely different from that of 

• Brown's Cause and Effect; third Edinburgh edition, p. 39, 
108, 113, 114, 190, 194, 135, 136, 466, 468^483. 
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the cloud. If external motives are, in any propet 
sense ftife cause of a man's volitions ; tfaey*are so, in 
a very different way from that in which "the agent 
himself IS the cause of them. Motives do not resolve 
and choose; though they may have an important 
influence, in determining a man how to choose. The 
motives and the agent are both causes, in this sense, 
that they are antecedents on which the volitions de- 
pend. In the case of a complex cause, some one of 
the principal antecedents may be spoken of as the 
cause; though the effect is not supposed to follow 
from that alone, without the concurrence of others. 

Some writers speak of efficient causes, as being a 
distinct class. But all real causes are so far efficient, 
or efficacious, that they are antecedents on which, in 
part at least, effects depend. That on which nothing 
depends is no cause. Dugald Stewart makes a dis- 
tinction between efficient and physical causes ; mean- 
ing by the former real causes, and by the latter, those 
phenomena in the material world which appear to be 
causes ; though it is possible, that they are not truly 
so. Others appear to intend by an efficient cause, an 
immediate antecedent, in distinction from one which 
is remote, and which produces effects by the inter- 
vention of other causes. - Some consider an efficient 
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cause to be that which gives existence to a substance, 
either matter or mind ; or which produces some change 
in tlie nature of a substance. Others apply the term 
to an agent, to one who gives existence to volitions. 
Some distinguish between physical and moraZ. causes. 
But they do not always give us to understand wheth- 
er, by a moral cause, they mean a cause of moral e/^ 
fectSy or a cause which is itself moral ; that is, which 
is either holiness- or sin. The cause of all sin can 
not be a moral cause, iq the sense of being itself sin. 
By some, the term physical appears to be applied to 
those causes, between which and their effects, the 
connection is admitted to be certain; while they con- 
sider the connection between moral causes and their 
effects as being only probable. These and other 
distinctions upon this subject, it is not necessary to 
dwell upon at present. 

President Edwards speaks of a negative cause. 
But absolute nothing can only be the cause of a neg- 
ative effect, that is of nothing. It is very true, that 
the discontinuance of a positive agency may result in 
a discontinuance of its appropriate effects. It may 
leave the subject to the influence of other causes. 
In the example which Edwards gives, the presence 
of the sun is the cause of the fluidity of the waters. 
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Negative causes. Every change has a cause. 

The withdrawing of bis beams, io tbe winter, is fol- 
lowed by tbe freezing of tbe waters ; because thej 
are then left to tbe uncontrolled agency of tbe posi- 
tive causes of congelation. 

The axiom, that every change implies an adequate 
cause, is a primary element of human thought. It 
has all tbe characteristics of a fundamental truth. It 
is intuitive f requiring no course of reasoning to prove 
it. It is irresistible; no power of airgument can over- 
throw it. It is universal; compelling the belief of 
all classes, in all ages of the world. A few skeptical 
philosophers have professed to call it in question. 
But they have plainly shewn, by their writings and 
their conduct, that they were as truly under its influ- 
ence as others. 

We sometimes h^ar it stated, very incorrectly, that 
every thing which exists requires a cause of its being. 
This is a proposition widely different from the axiom, 
which has now been mentioned. That which ^bas 
existed from eternity does not surely require an ante- 
cedent. But that which begins to exist, or which is 
subject to any change in the mode of its existence, 
requires a cause of that change; some antecedent, 
on which it depends for being what it is. It is not 
sufficient to say, that there is no effect without a 



PeWERS OF THE MIND. 39 



■«- 



Confingencf. Dependent con tingence. 

cause. This may bje admitted by those who affirm, 
that there may be changes which are not effects, and 
which therefore have no cause. 

CONTINpENCE. 

However preposterous is the position, that any 
change can take place without a cause, yet for argu- 
ment's sake, idi^ereis sometimes occasion to make the 
supposition ; and to look for some convenient word or 
phrase to express it. As the absolute negation of a 
cause, in any case, is not a doctrine of common sense; 
the language of common life does not supply us with 
terms which, according to customary usage, have this 
signification. The term contingence, is sometimes 
employed for this purpose. But when this is done, 
it ought to be with the distinct understanding, that 
the denial of causation and dependence, is not the 
only meaning which the word is used to express; 
Some writers speak of all created existences as being 
contingent, in distinction from the necessary existence 
of the Creator. The fermer are said to be ic^j^n- 
gMt, because God might, at his pleasnipe, have made 
them different, or not made them at all. In this 
sense, contingence, is so far from being opposed to 
oausation, that dependence on the will of the Creator, 
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is the very relation which the ^or^ is en^Ioyed to 
express. 

But Id popular use, it is most commonly applied 
to cases in which something takes place, the imme- 
diate cause of which is unltnoum or unobserved. Yet 
even in this application of the term contingence, there 
is no intention of denying the d^endence of events 
upon some cause. Thus the Assembly of Divines at 
Westminster, in their Confession of Faith, speak of 
the '* contingency of second causes ;" and to illustrate 
their meaning, adduce the proof text, " The lot is 
cast into the lap, but the whole disposing thereof is 
of the Lord." 

But philosophers frequently use the term contin- 
gence to signify, that some change takes place, which 
is absolutely without any cause ; which has no de- 
pendence on any thing preceding. There is occasion 
to use it in this sense, when examining the various 
theories respecting acts of the will. In the present 
inquiry, it will commonly be used to signify the ex- 
clusion of causation or dependence, in the case of vo- 
lition ; the denial that there is any thing preceding 
which determines the act of the will to be what it is. 
According to this signification, the opposite of contin- 
gence is dependence. So far as any thing is contin* 
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geDt, in^tbif absolute sense ; so far it is dependent on 
notbing ; and so. far as it is dependent, it is not con- 
tingent. The Tery definition of this kind of contin- 
gence^ renders it wholly incompatible with depen- 
dence. There can^be no medium between the two 
conditions, unless it be, that a thing ihay be partly 
pendent and partly pontingent^ 'If human volitions 
are dependent on notbing preceding, for being what 
they are, then they come to pass by perfect accident. 
It IS very important, that the difierence between 
the popular and the philosophical meaning of contin- 
gence, should be kept clearly in view, in the dis- 
cussions concerning the attributes and prerogatives of 
the will. President Edward$ was careful to mark 
this distinction. '^ As the words necessary, impossi- 
ble, unable, &;c. are used by polemic writers in a 
. sense diverse from their common signification, the 
like has happened to the term contingent. Any 
thing is said to be contingent, or to come to pass by 
chance or accident, in the original meaning of such 
words, when its connection with its causes or antece- 
dents, according to the established course of things, 
is not discerned; and so is what we have no means 
of foresight of. And especially is any thing said to 
be contingent or accidental with regard to us, when 
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any thing comes to pass that we are cooceimed in, as 
occasions or subjects, without our foreknowledge, and 
beside our design and scope. But the word contin- 
gent is abundantly used in a very different sense ; not 
for that whose connection with the series of things we 
can not discern, so as to foresee the event; but for 
something which has absolutely no previous ground 
or reason, with which its existence has any fixed and [ 
certain connection."^ A similar distinction is appl!- i 
cable to the corresponding terms accident, chance, i 
fortuitous, be. 

POWER. 

A cause always implies an effect. By observing 
the relation between these, we have the idea of pow- 
er. The efficacy of the cause, its being of such a 
nature as to produce effects, is its power. In other 
words, power is thaty belonging to a eause^ upon 
which the effects depend. Though the terra is pri- 
marily used to express the relation between the cause 
and its effects, yet it is frequently applied in such a 
way, as to appear to stand for the cause itself, or some 
part of the cause. The power of a substance to pro- 



• Freedom of the Will ; Part i. Sec. 3. 
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duce certain eflbcts, may depend upon a portion only 
of the substance, or upon some one of its qualities. 
The magnetic power of the loadstone is owing to the 
particles of iron which it contains. This may be spo- 
ken of, as constituting the attractive power of the stone. 
Frequently also, power is considered as something 
intervening between the cause and the effect ; a con- 
necting link which is supposed to give efficacy to the 
cause. The harpsichord produces impressions on the 
ear, by means of vibrations in the air. The power 
of the instrument to affect the ear, depends upon these 
vibrations. But in this case, there are, properly 
speaking, two causes, one immediate, the other re- 
mote. The motion in the air is the effect of the mo- 
tion in the instrument, and the cause of the impres- 
sion on the ear. Between an effect and its immedi' 
ate cause, we know of nothing intervening. 

Power is sometimes ascribed to effects^ as well as 
to causes. The liability of a thing to be injluenced 
by a cause, is called passive powers or more properly, 
susceptilHlity ; while the efficacy of the cause is call- 
ed active power. Heat has the power of melting 
ice ; and, in the language of some, ice has the power 
of being melted. 

4 
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Id Ibe most exteniive use of the term, the power 
to do any thiogy. includes aU the aotecedentSy the 
whole aggregate of circumstances^ upon which the 
effect depends. These, in many cases, may be very 
numerous. Yet the effect may fail, from the absence 
of any one of them. In this comprehensive, though 
rather unusual sense of the word, a man has not pow* 
er to do any thing which he does not actually do. 
For if all the antecedents upon which the effect de- 
pends are united in the cause, the effect roust cer- 
tainly follow. If it fails, its failure must be owing to 
the fact, that some one, at least, of the elements in 
the complex cause is wanting. We rarely have oc- 
casion, however, to speak of power in this absolute 
sense. When a thing is done, there is no need of 
inquiring, whether there was power to do it. We 
more commonly ascribe power to a cause, when it 
possesses all the requisites for producing a particular 
effect, except something which may be easily added. 
We say that gunpowder has the power of exploding ; 
meaning that it has this power when touched, by a 
spark of fire. The fire is the additional element, 
which must form a part of the complex cause, before 
the effect will be produced. In speaking of Aumon 
agency, we are accustomed to say, that a man has 
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power to do any thing, which he does whenever he 
will. The willing mkid is all that is wanting to com- 
plete the list of antecedents on which the effect de« 
pends. When this is added, the thing will be done. 
The common phraseology relating to such cases is ; 
'^The man can do the thing, if he willf^ that is, he 
has all the requisite power, except a willing mind ; 
and when that is added, the effect will take place : 
he has already that which is most commonly called 
power ; and when there is added the consenting will, 
he will have full power ;:^ — power in the broadest 
sense of the term, including every antecedent on 
which the effect depends. This was evidently the 
meaning of the leper, when be came to Christ with 
the cry ; " Lord, if thou loilt, thou canst make me 
clean." 

MENTAL POWERS. 

t 

The pojyers of the mind are known, by what the 
mind does. Our own mental acts, our thoughts, our 
emotions, our purposes, are the objects of our con- 
sciousness. But every act implies an adequate cause. 
Whatever the mind does, it must have power to do. 
It is sometimes said, that we are conscious of our own 
mental powers. But according to the definitions of 
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modem phiiosopberSy tbe direct *o^'e^f of oonscious- 
ness are the aperaiiont of the mind ; not its substance, 
or its faculties. Still it must be true^ that oor own 
existence is implied^ in every act of consciousness. 
A man is conscious not only that he has thoughts ; 
but that they are his own thoughts, and not another 
man's. Every mental operation of whichr we are con- 
scious, implies not only our own existence, but a men- 
tal power adequate to the effect. But at any one 
time, a man is not conscious of powers which are not 
then in exercise. He can not have an intuitive view 
of the substance of his mind, when it is wholly inac* 
tive ; or of any faculty of the mind ; when it is not 
in operation : though he may know, from what was 
implied in previous consciousness, that he possesses 
powers which are not now called into exercise. 

The dassification of our intellectual and moral 
powers, is a subject of importance ; yet not easily 
settled, if we may judge from the clashing represen- 
tations of different philosophers. One principal diffi- 
culty arises from the fact, that each considers bis own 
method as tbe oidy one which is admissible. Now 
the truth is, that there is no one scheme of classifying 
tbe powers of the mind which is esseniialj to the ex- 
clusion of all others. Classification is a matter of 
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conveDient arrangement ^ and may be varied, accord- 
ing to the purposes to which, in different cases, it is 
to be applied. The practical farmer has no occasion 
to classify his cattle, his grasses, and his grains, ac- 
cording to principles laid down in works on natural 
history. The architect does not find it necessary to 
arrange the materials of his masonry, according to 
mineralogical and geological distinctions. No partic- 
ular mode of classification, is rendered necessary, by 
the laws of nature. It is true indeed, that in all at- 
tempts at classifying, the nature of things is to be re- 
garded, so far as this, that all correct arrangement in 
classes, must be founded on resemblance. In the 
same class, are to be put those objects only, between 
which there is some real or supposed resemblance. 
Things are to be arranged in distinct classes, accord- 
ing to some difference between them. But as resem- 
blances and differences may b^ endlessly varied, there 
may be different classifications of the same objects ; ' 
and though one may be more convenient than an6ther, 
all may be consistent with the nature of things. 

In classifying the powers of the mind, we have no 
other guide, than the operations or mental states of 
which we are conscious. As we cannot look directly 
into the faculties of the mind, when not in exercise, 

4* 
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we ean discoyer the resemblances and diflSerenoes 
upon which a correct classification is to be founded^ 
only by observing what the mind does, and from this, 
inferring the corresponding powers. Strictly speak- 
ing, these powers are as numerous, as the varieties in 
our mental operations. In classifying them, we can 
regard only the more prominent resemblances and 
differences. 

THE WILL. 

There has been no settled agreement with respect 
to that most important faculty called the will. Euro- 
pean writers generally confine the term^to the power 
of ordering some bodily or mental act. Volition, ac- 
cording to them, is determining to do something. A 
man wills to move his hand, or to think on a particu- 
lar subject. In such cases, the act which is willed, 
immediately follows the volition. A man determines 
to speak, and be speaks; he wills to walk, and he 
walks. We frequently resolve to enter on a course 
of conduct, for the sake of obtaining some distant 
good. A man determines to devote himself to the 
acquisition of property, to gaining applause, to sen- 
sual gratification, or to a life of benevolent effort. 
Such a resolution is called a comnumdmg purpose of 
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life, predominant inelinationi governing state of the 
Willi dominant preference, generic volition, be. to dis-* 
tinguish it from those particular acts by which these 
general determinations are carried into execution. 

In addition to both these classes of volitions, the 
New England divines, since the days of Edwards, at 
least, have very commonly considered emotions or 
affections as acts of the will. The elder Edwards 
says " I humbly conceive, that the affections of the 
soul are not properly distinguished from the will ; as 
though they wer6 two faculties in the soul."* " The 
affections are no other than the more vigorous and 
sensible exercises of the inclination and will of the 
souL^'t But although emotions, purposes, and exec- 
utive volitions are, in some respects, similar ; yet, in 
other respects, they are different. Emotion is direct*, 
ed to an olject; a purpose fixes on an end; an exec- 
utive volition orders an act. Executive acts may 
depend on a predominant purpose ; and the purpose 
may depend on antecedent emotions. A general 
purpose may look to some distant end ; an executive 
volition relates to something which is immediately to 



* Revival of Religion in New England, Part i, 
t Treatise on Religious Affections, Part i. 
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follow. President Edwards himself has frequent oc- 
casion to make a siibdi?bion of the acts of the will^ 
into those which are immanent and those which are 
imperative. 

Whatever classification of the mental powers we 
may think proper to adopt, it is of the first importance 
to bear steadily in mind, that distinct faculties are 
not distinct agents. They are difiFerent powers of 
one and the same agent. It is the man that per- 
ceives, and loves, and bates, and acts ; not bis under- 
standing, or his heart, or his will, distinct from him- 
self. 

Some writers speak of the power of the will. If 
by this be meant the power of the mind to will, to 
put forth volitions ; this is nothing more nor less than 
the will itself. But acts of the will may have a com- 
mand over the motions of the body, and over certain 
operations of the mind. When a man wills to move 
bis hand, it commonly obeys. When he wills to fix 
bis attention on a particular subject, the current of 
thought may be turned into that channel. This ap- 
pears to be what some intend by the expression the 
power of the will. 
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Point of inquiry— It is the mind itself that will&— One act of the 
■will determining another — Are volitions determined solely by 
the ncUure or state of the mind? — or by the power of willing- 
Contingent determination — Originating volition — Is the 
mind the efficient cause of its volitions? 

Thus far, we have been mainly occupied, in ex- 
plaining some of the ambiguities in mental philosophy, 
to prepare the way for the principal point of our in- 
quiry, the self-determining power of the mind. The 
obstructions arising from indefinite language are not, 
even now, so far removed, as to render further expla- 
nation unnecessary. We shall still Gnd occasion for 
it, in almost every step of tiur progress. Such is the 
unsettled condition of metaphysical phraseology, that 
we can scarcely make any advance in an argument, 
on the subject before us, without stopping continually^ 
to explain the meaning of ambiguous terms. 
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Point of inqairy. The man himself wills. 

The object of our inquiry, is not to learn whether 
the mind wills at all. This no one can doubt. Nor 
18 it to determine why we will at all. The very na- 
ture of the faculty of will implies, that we put forth 
acts of will. But the real point of our inquiry is, 
why we will cne way rather than another; why we 
choose one thing rather than its opposite ; why one 
man wills to obey God, and another chooses to diso- 
bey him ; why one prefers to go to the gaming table, 
while another goes to the house of prayer. What is 
it that determines not only that there shall be voli- 
tions, but what they shall be ? 

1. If the question be, whether the man himself 
decides between the objects of choice presented be- 
fore him, there surely can be no doubt on this point, 
if it be admitted, that he wills at all. For to will, is 
nothing more nor less, than to decide in fervor of an 
object of choice. If a man wills to walk, he deter- 
mines to walk. And it is he himself that determines, 
Motives may influence him to walk or ride, to lie and 
steal. But motives do not lie and^steaL Nor do 
they tvitt to lie and steal. A man may be persuaded, 
by others, to will in a certain way. Tl^eir influence 
may give a direction to his choice. But bis act is 
not their act. He himself chooses. He is the authof 
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of his own volitions. This, according to one signifi- 
cation of the term, is self-determination. And apoti^- 
er of choosing is, in this sense, a self-determining 
power. 

2. But this is not all that is ever meant, by the 
advocates of a self-determining power in the wilL 
The inquiry still recurs, what determines the man to 
will as he does ? What determines him to determine 
thus ? Is it a preceding act of the will ? This is 
undoubtedly the case, in many instances. Taking 
the will in its mo^t enlarged acceptation, as including 
not ofily executive acts, but purposes and emotions, 
acts of one class may be determined, by those of 
another. A man purposes to go to the post-office : 
every step he takes, on his way, is determined by this 
purpose. And the purpose may have been deter- 
mined, by some strong emotion ; an eager desire, per- 
haps^ to receive intelligence of the recovery of a friend 
from sickness, or the safe arrival of a richly freighted 
ship. Farther, the emotions themselves are com- 
monly excited, either by perceptions of external real-* 
ities, or by the internal imaginings of our own minds. 
Imperative acts of the will, then, may be preceded 
by purposes, the purposes by emotions, the emotions 
by perpeptidosi or the workings of imagination. But 
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One act may determine another. 

all these belong to the mind. They do not reach be- 
yond ourselves. So that, thus far, our emotions and 
volitions may be truly said to be self-determined. 

1 Again, present acts may have an influence, in deter- 
mining future volitions, by placing us in circumstan- 
ces fitted to excite certain classes of emotions. The 
man of gaiety and mirth, banishes serious reflection, 
by throwing himself into a circle of jovial companions. 
The pious man rouses himself to charitable effort, by 
bringing into view the various plans of Christian be- 
nevolence. The man who has been heretofore intem- 
perate, but has now taken a firm resolution to reform, 
guards himself against a violation of his vows, by giv- 
ing his name to a temperance pledge, and avoiding 
the occasions which might inflame his appetite. In 
tracing back a series of acts, we may often find sev- 
eral successive steps within the mind, and therefore 
Self-determined, as those which follow are dependent 
on those which precede. But every step cannot be 
dependent on another within the mind. For this 
would involve the absurdity of at least one step before 
the first f or else, of an infinite series of steps. The 
first act, then, must proceed from something within 
the mind which is not an ady or from something with" 
out^ or from both together, or from nMing. The 
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last supposition implies absolute contingence, which 
we are soon to consider. If the first act of the series 
proceeds from some mental state, which is neither an 
act nor the substance of the mind ; that state must 
have had an origin, either from without, or from some- 
thing within, which, if we trace "back the chain of de- 
pendencies, and do not admit contingence, any where, 
to break the series, will bring us to something with- 
out the mind. 

Wef are not inquiring whether a man has any thing 
to do, in determining the nature of his own acts of 
will ; but whether they are wholly independent of 
every thing else ; whether any other being, or event, 
or thing, can have any share of influence, in connec- 
tion with his own agency, to render his volitions dif- 
ferent from what they would otherwise be. The in- 
quiry, whether any thing exterior to the mind is con- 
cerned* in determining the mind itself to will in a par- 
ticular way, is very different from the inquiry, whether 
exterior influence determines the volition, without the 
agency of the mind. If it be said, that our mental 
exercises are dependent on our propensities, which 
are a part of ourselves ; still it is to be considered, 
that our propensities are either acquired, in conse- 
quence of jjirevious states of mind, in connection with 

5 
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Are volitions determined bjr the nature of the mind ? 

external circumstaDcea ; or are a part of the original 
constitution of the mind, received from its Creator. 
Or if it be supposed, that a man practices iniquity or 
virtuei because be has formed a sinful or boly pur- 
pose ; or because, by his own acts, he has contracted 
a sinful or virtuous habit; yet his^r^^ sinful or virtu- 
ous act, on which the others are considered as depen- 
dent, did not proceed from a purpose or habit of his. 

3. Is the kind of volitions which a man puts forth, 
determined by the substance and nature of his mind, 
independently of motives, external influences, &c. ? 
This might be supposed to be the case, if the volitions 
of the same individual were all perfectly uniform. 
But they are very multifarious. One hour, he choo- 
ses to be active ; another, to remain at rest. At one 
time, he is struggling against calamity ; at anothefi 
exulting in the success of his plans and efforts. . Why 
such frequent changes, if external circumstances have 
DO influence on his actions ? 

The present nature of the mind is either original 
or acquired^ or has been given by the Spirit of God. 
In either case, it is dependent on something prece- 
ding. If it is acquired, it is dependent on the man's 
original nature, together with the circumstances in 
which he has been placed. If the kindjof volition 
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Physical depravity. 

depends immediately and solely on the original na- 
ture of the mind, it depends on that which was given 
by the Creator. This is what some would call phys" 
teal causation, producing physical depravity, or phys- 
ical virtue. The advocates of independent self-de- 
termination, however, do not go so far, as to deny aU 
dependence of volitions upon the nature of the mind. 
They will admit as much, at least, as this, that it is 
the mind which wills. Without agents, there can 
be no volitions. But to suppose that the character 
of volitions, as being right or wrong, sinful or holy, 
should depend on the substance of the mind, would 
imply, that they are dependent, for being as they are, 
on a nature which is created^ and therefore not seli^ 
originated. * 

4. Some writers speak of the poti^er of willing, as 
being the sole and sufficient cause, why the mind wills 
one way rather than another. But it is evident, that 
the mere power of willing is not, of itself alone, even 
the reason why a man wiHs at all; unless the term 
power be used in the broad and unusual sense, which 
includes every antecedent on which bis willing de- 
pends. Is a man's power to walk, the only reason 
why he actually walks ? Does a man always speak, 
when he has power to speak ? It would be nearer 
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the truth to say, that he wills, because be has not the 
power to avoid willing) in some way or other. But 
whatever may be assigned as the reason why he wills 
at all, the main inquiry will still return upon us : Why 
does the mind will one way rather than another ; why 
does it choose one object rather than its opposite ? Is 
the simple power of willing the only cause of this? 
Does a man choose to walk to church for no other 
reason than because he has power to walk in any one 
of a thousand different directions ? Does he speak 
the truth for no other reason, than because truth and 
falsehood are equally in his power ? If the mind wills 
contingently, that is, without any direction from any 
thing preceding ; it undoubtedly has the power to will 
thus. But an equal power to will any way indiffer- 
ently, is not surely the only ground of willing one 
way rather than another. That which renders it cer- 
tain, that the saints and angels in heaven will be uni- 
formly and forever holy, is not merely the fact, that 
they have the same power to revolt, as to praise and 
adore. The only reason why fallen spirits invariably 
sin is not, that they have equal power to obey God 
and to rebel. Liberty to either side, does not turn 
the will uniformly to one side. Power to the contra- 
ry, does not bind the soul in unwavering devotedness 
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to its Maker. An equal chance of doing right and 
doing wrong, does not secure a course of uniform rec- 
titude. If it be said, that there is really no cause or 
reason, why the will turns one way rather than the 
contrary ; this brings us to contingent self-determina- 
tion. 

5. Shall we then, to avoid admitting any depen- 
dence of volitions, either immediate or remote, upon 
external influence, say that they are dependent an 
nothing; that the mind throws them off at random ; 
that they happen to take place, without any ground 
or reason whatever, why they are as they are, rather 
than otherwise ? This is the doctrine of contingence; 
of contingence in the absolute sense ; not that which 
signifies, that the cause or reason is unknown or un-^ 
observed ; but that which excludes every thing on 
which volitions may be supposed to depend, for be- 
ing as they are ; which implies that it is a matter of 
mere accident, that they take place as they do. Ac- 
cording to this view of the case, a man's volitions are 
deteritiined, not by the man himself, but by the voK- 
tions^ themselves; that is^ they are determined only 
by the event, by their happening to be what they are. 
They are dependent, for their character, on nothing 
preceding. The question, then, for our consideration 

5* 
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18 whether the volitions of accountable beings are con* 
Hngmif or dependent; not whether tbejr are depen- 
dent on the mind, objects of choice) be, for coming 
into existence merely ; but for bejng such volitions as 
they are, right or wrong, sinful or holy. The mindy 
it is admitted, puts forth volitions ; but does it deter- 
mine of what sort they shall be ? Does any thing 
else determine this ? Does any thing else make any 
difference in the volitions ? Or is it a mere matter 

• 

of accident, that they are as they are ? If they are 
not dependent, they must be contingent, in the abso- 
lute sense in which we are now using the term. If 
they are not contingent, they must be dependent. 
For, from the very definition of the terms, one is the 
opposite of the other* There can be no intermediate 
supposition, unless it be that they are partly contin- 
gent and partly dependent. If dependence is incon- 
sistent with liberty, then so far as there is depen- 
dence, liberty is impaired ; it is enjoyed only so far 
as volitions are contingent. 

If the kind of volitions which a man puts forth, is to 
be ascribed to accident, in what part of the series of 
mental acts, does this prolific contingence, this won- 
der-working nonentity, << this effectual no cause," do 
its work ? Where does it break the connection, be- 
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tween volition and all preceding influence ? Are ex^ 

ecutive acts of the will independent of purposes, and 

emotions^ and appetites ? Does the tippler resort to 

the dram shop without any inducement ? Or if^ at 

any time, he denies himself bis accustomed indul- 

gence, has he na motive for his abstinence ? Is it 

from mere chance, that the demagogue courts the ia* 

vor of his fellow citizens ? When he shifts his plans 

and measures, as the popular 4)reeze turns to different 

points of the compass, has he no purpose to answer 

by this ? Is it as probabje, that a man will act against 

all motives, as that he will yield to the mfluence of 

any? If an expert metaphysician, when occasion 

requires, can put himself into the posture of resisting 

all common inducements, is it certain that he is not 

prompted to this, by the motive of just showing how 

the will can work without motive ? 

Is the forming of purposes, the place where the 
dependence upon preceding influence is broken off. 
When a man resolves to devote his powers and labors 
to the caMs of ambition, is it done independeqtiy of 
any love of distinction ? When the Christian aban« 
dons his former pursuits, and forms the purpose of 
devoting his life to the service of God, does he do it 
without a reason;^ reason of sufficient efficacy tp 



SKLF^DBTEBM I NATION. 



Contingent determination. 



control his decision ? ^ Do tnen form resolutions, for 
the sake of obtaining those objects to which they are 
perfectly indifferent 1 

If i^bft admitted, that our imperative volitions are 
influenced by our purposes, and our purposes by our 
desijc^s and appetites ; shall we find in the hdter the 
independence which contingent self-determination im- 
plies ? When objects are brought before our minds, 
is it altogether a matter of accident, whether we shall 
be pleased with them or not ? Is it as easy for us to 
be gratified with contemptuous treatment, as with ap- 
plause ? Is it an even chance, whether a miser will 
be most pleased with a guinea or a sixpence ? In the 
case of the bodily appetites, the gratification depends 
on the correspondence between the external object 
and that part of the body which is affected by the 
object. So in the case of intellectual and moral en- 
joyment, there must be a correspondence between 
the subjects before the mind, and the stat^ of the intel- 
lect and heart. But this mental state is not the pro- 
duct of chance. If voliiions are not dependent on 
any thing preceding, for being as they are ; if they 
are determined neither by the mind and its acts, nor 
by any thing without the mind, nor by both together ; 
then they are not determined at all, unless it be in 
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this seose^ that each, volition is determined by itself; 
that is, it is determined, merely by taking place. 

But, it may be asked, does not a man originate his 
own volitions ? They undoubtedly begin with him, 
in this sense, that they have no existence, till he puts 
them forth. They are stjrictly Ai« acts, and not- the 
acts of another. ^ They proceed immediately from 
him. They are not produced beforehand and after- 
wards put into his mind. He is truly their author. 
But does this imply, that dependence, in the case, 
can be traced no farther back than to the agent ? 
From the fact, that he causes his own volitions, does 
it fol}«w, that he is himself uncaused ; that he also 
is self-originated ? If he is not, his volitions are re« 
motely, though not immediately, dependent on some- 
thing besides himself. He has not originated all the 
causes from which his choices proceed. If it be said, 
that the nature of his volitions depends on nothing 
but the nature of the man ; yet it is to be considered, 
that this nature of his must have had an origin from 
some cause. Or if there be a state of the mind which 
is different from its nature and its operations, and 
which is the cause of its volitions, that state is not 
the product of chance. Even those who maintain, 
that acts of the will are independent of every thing 



54 8ELr*]»KTEBlfINATI0K. 

Efficient canse of volilions. 

preceding, fi>r being .what they are, do not, it is pre* 
sumed, elaim this privilege for any thing else. If 
▼olitions are thrown off contingentfyf so that, as far 
as their virtuous or vicious character is concerned, 
they depend neither on the nature, nor the state, nor 
the previous acts, of the agent ; with what propriety 
can it be said, that he originates their sinfulness or 
holiness ? According to the supposition, be merely 
happens to choose as be does. 

Is a roan the efficient cause of his own volitions ? 
There surely can be no reasonable doubt on this 
point, if by efficient cause, be meant the c^ent who 
wills. To be the cause of volitions, in this sense, is 
nothing more nor less than to will. If it is the man 
himself that wills, it is he himself that is the efficient 
cause of bis volitions. Or if, by the efficient cause, 
be meant the immediate antecedent, the roan is, in 
this sense also, the efficient cause of- his own choices. 
There is nothing intertemng between him and his 
volitions, no connecting link, between the agent and 
bis own acts. But if we apply the term efficient 
cause to every thing which is in any way concerned, 
in determining what a roan's volitions shall be ; we 
cannot say, that he is the only efficient cause of them, 
without setting aside the influence of external motives. 
This is the point which we have next to consider. 
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Nature of motives — Internal and external motives — Are mo- 
lives mere objects of choice ? — The strangest motive — Are 
motiFes the cause of volition 1 — Cenditions and occasions of 
volition — Are motives the e^t^?»^ cause of volition 1 — Are they 
the certain cause 1 — Is the efficacy of motives from the mind 
itself? — ^Willing agai»5/ motives — Are volitions determined 

« by the understanding 1 — "Do they obey the strongest motive ? 

This subject of contingeiit self-determination, or 
more properly, of no determination^ is nearly allied 
to the inquiry concerning the nature and influence of 
motives. That which moves, inclines, induces, or 
influences the mind to will, and to will in a particular 
way, or which has a tendency thus to move it, is com- 
mooly called a motive. When we ask a man, from 
what motive he acted, in a specified case, we mean 
to inquire, what it was which induced or influenced 
him to act in this manner. An object which is in 
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view of the roiDd, has a tendency to move the will, 
when it will actually mx>ve it, unless counteracted by 
some opposing influence. We say that every portion 
of matter around us has a tendency to fall towards 
the center of the earth, because it will in fact fall, 
unless prevented by something which obstructs its 
motion in that direction. A motive may have a ten- 
dency to move the will in a particular way, at the 
same time, that a more powerful motive, may really 
move it in a different way. 

There is an ambiguity in the use of the term mo- 
tive, corresponding to the indefinite signification of 
the term will. In the language of some writers, a 
volition may be either an imperative act, a purpose^ 
or an emotion. The motive to an imperative act, 
may be a wish to execute some previous purpose. 
The motive to a purpose, is the desire of obtaining 
some object which is viewed as eligible. That which 
immediately excites the volition in this case, is an 
affection of the mind, an emotion, an internal motive.. 
But that which excites the emotion itself, may be an 
object without the mind, an external motive. A tree 
loaded with fair and delicious fruit, excites desire in 
the beholder. This desire may move him to pluck 
the fruit. The fruit itself is an external motive. The 
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desire which stimulated to the act of gathering it, is 
an interDal motive. One act of will, therefore, in 
the more enlarged acceptation of tlie term will, may 
be the motive to another act. The affections, which, 
by some, are considered as volitions, may be the mo- 
tives to purposes and executive volitions. A motive, 
according to the common use of the term, must have 
some tendency^ at least, either to excite desire, or to 
stimulate to action ; though this tendency may often 
be counteracted and overbalanced, by motives of an 
opposite mature. 

A mere object, which is apprehended by the under- 
standing only, and which has no influence upon the 
will, is not commonly called a motive. But the phi- 
losophy of some apoears to exclude all influence of 
motives, in determining the will. Yet they continue 
the use of the term. To this it would be unreasonable 
to objectj provided they always let us know, that by 
the word motive, they meian a mere object of choice, 
presented to the understanding ; and not any thing 
which has an influence upon the will. An external 
motive, as the term is commonly understood, is also 
an object. But an object of perception is not, in 
every case, a motive. It may be viewed with entire 
iadiflference. 

6 
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When different motives are compared together, 
that which has the^ea^ei^ tendency tomoi^e the will, 
is said to be the strongest. The motive to effort, 
from a reward of ten dollars, is greater than from five. 
The efficacy of an external motive must depend not 
merely on the object itself, but upon the correspond- 
ence between that and the state of the mind. The 
same object may be viewed, by one man, with eager 
desire, by another, with aversion, by a third, with in- 
difference. A motive, as has been already observed, 
is commonly understood to be something ^bich ex- 
cites the mind to will, or which has a tendency to do 
this. But if volitions are entirely contingent ; if they 
are independent of every thing preceding, for being 
as they are ; then it is idle to talk of motives at all, 
using the term in its common acceptation. In this 
sense, there are no motives ; though there must be ob^ 
jects of choice before the mind, to give it an opportu-- 
niiy of choosing between them. Without these, there 
would not be even a chance for volition. But objects 
of choice, according to the supposition, have no ten- 
dency to turn the decision of the mind in favor of 
one rather than another. They may move the will 
to volition in the abstract, but not to the ehoiee of 
any particular thing. If a man prefers a bed of dowa 
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to a bed of thoraSi it is a mere accident ; or because 
his will, in the plenitude of its sovereign power, takes 
that direction. It is not because the down has any 
infiuence on his decision. If he prefers an ample 
fortune to bankruptcy, it is hot becaiise the one has 
any tendency, more than the other, to allure his 
choice. 

But are motives the causes of volition ? Accord- 
ing to Dr. Reid, motives influence, but do not cause 
acts of the will. The meanings of the term . cause 
are so various, some of them limited, and others more 
extended, that the assertion, that motives are the 
cause of volition, ought not to be made, without many 
qualifications. That they are the sole cause js cer- 
tainly not true, if the word cause be used to signify 
every antecedent on which the effect depends.. Mo- 
tives do not produce volitions without a mind. They 
are not the agent. They do not love and hate, re- 
solve and choose. External motives are not of such 
a nature, that volitions of a certain character invaria- 
bly proceed from them, independently of the nature, 
and state^ and feelings of the mind, which acts in 
view of them. But if a motive has any influence on 
the determination of the will, it is one of the antece- 
dents oo which the volition depends. Yet if it is an 
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tseiemal object, it is not the imwiediaie antecedent. 
An executive volition must be preceded by an tm<h 
iion. This is an act or state of the mind. Before 
this emotion can be felt, there must be an apprehen- 
Mton of the object. This is also a state of the mind. 
'Apprehension and emotion must both intervene^be- 
tween the external motive and the volition. The 
object, then, can have no influence on the volition, 
except by influencing the mind ; in other words, there 
must be not only a motive, but an agent. The agent 
does not will without motives ; nor do motives will 
without an agent. 

It is frequently said, that motives are not the cause, 
but the condition or occasion of volition. This phrase- 
ology may be very proper, provided it be granted, 
that volition is, in any degree, dependent on motives. 
It is immaterial, for the purpose of our present in- 
quiry, whether volitions are determined by causes, or 
•occasions, or conditions, or inducements, or by all 
these together ; if it be admitted that they have any 
influence in the determination ; if a change in these 
will make a difference in the volitions. But it may 
be said that agents and motives, causes and conditions, 
are really difierent ; and ought, therefore, to be called 
by diflferent names. Let them, then, have different 
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oames. But the 6ne class maj be as really con- 
cerned in determining volition, afs the other, though 
in a very different way. Calling motives conditions 
or occasions, rather than causes, does not prove that 
they are void of all influence^ The dependence of 
volitioa on its condiiionsy may be as absolute^ as on 
its causes, .If it can be shown, that motives are mere 
objects of choice, and that they never do dny thing 
more, than give an opportunity, a chance of willing ; 
then it is improper to speak of them, as having any 
concern in determining the consequent volitioQ to be 
one way rather than another : without them, there 
can be no choice ; and where they exist, it is a matter 
of absolute contingence, whether the will complies 
with them or not. 

But are motives the efficient cause of volition ? 

If by efficient cause be meant the agent^ the being 

who wills, DO one supposes that, in this sense, motives 

are e£5cieDt* They do nqt purpose, and resolve, and 

choose* Or if by efficient cause be meant the tmrne- 

diate antecedent of volition, this can not be an exter* 

nal motive. Between that and the volition, tbero 

n?ust intervene aa apprehension of the object, and 

consequent feeling excited in the mind. Nor are 

motives the certain cause of volitioni in the sense, 

6* 
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that the same volitions will ioTariably follow from 
the same external motives, whatever majr be the state 
of the mind to which they are presented, or whatever 
other motives may be before it, at the same time. 
Still, it may be true, that the same mind, or minds in 
every respect alike, in precisely the same state, in 
the same circumstances, and under the same influence 
of every kind, will certainly choose in the same way. 

The concurrence of the mind, in giving efficacy to 
motives, is evident from the fact, that the same ex- 
ternal object will excite in different minds very dif- 
ferent feelings, and lead to very different choices. 
The entrance of an individual into a social circle, 
may draw admiration from some of the company, 
and envy from others. An event which makes a very 
deep impression upon a man of acute sensibility, may 
make a very slight one, upon a person of cooler tem- 
perament. An object may excite very different feel- 
ings, even in the same mind, at different times. Tbe 
merry song, which has been so welcome to a man in 
his hours of gaiety, may find a discordant feeling in 
bis breast, when he is borne down with affliction. 

Tbe diversity of effects produced upon different 
minds, by the same external object, is probably tbe 
reason why some writers ascribe the ,efficacy of mo- 
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tives to the inind itself. The true state of the case 
is, that the efficacy belongs to both; or to the rela- 
tion between one and the other. The influence of 
an external motive will vary, with the state of the 
mind to which it is presented. And the feelings ex- 
cited in the mind will vary, as the objects before it 
are changed. If motives and the state of the mind 
are not both concerned, in determining the acts of 
the will, then they must be determined either by the 
mind alone, so that whatever be the motives present^ 
ed, its volitions will be the same ; or by motives alone, 
so that whatever be the state of the mind, the voli- 
tions will be the same. 

The power of the mind over the objects which it 
contemplates, is not such, that it can make them all 
agreeable, and in any degree, at its bidding. If this 
were the.case, happiness would be of easy attainment. 
We should merely have to will that every thing which 
we hear, and see, and feel, should be to us sources of 
enjoyment only. We could be unhappy in no other 
way, than by choosing to be so. It would be folly 
for a man to labor and toil to be rich, when by a mere 
act of the will, he could derive as much gratification 
from poverty as from wealth. The galley slave, by 
resolving to be as well pleased with his clanking 
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cbainsi as with freedom on bis native bills, might set 
at defiance tbe malice of bis oppressors. Tbe victim 
of tbe inquisition might effectually disarm tbe rage of 
bis persecutors by willing to make torture as welcome 
as repose. This would be a self-determining power 
of some value. 

May not our voKtionsy howeveri be in opposition 
to our feelings ? We may undoubtedly, oppose some 
of our desires, for tbe sake of gratifying otbers. But 
what motive can a man have to will against aU mo- 
tives ? Willing, at least in the case of imperative 
acts, is determining to do something ; and that, for 
the sake of obtaining the objects of our desire. When 
such objects are before tbe mind, can we will to turn 
away from them, for tbe sake of something which is 
notf on any account, desired ? If objects of desire 
have no iendenof to move the will in a particular di- 
rection, they are not, properly speaking, motives. If 
they have such a tendency, they must actually move 
tbe will, provided there is nothing which has a ten- 
dency to move it in a different direction. When on 
one side, there is no influence, a»jf influence on tbe 
opposite side .must turn tbe scale. Whatever doea 
not do this, has no influence in tbe case. 
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Willing against motives. The strongest motives. 

If it be said^ that acts df tbe understandings with* 
out feeling, may be sufficient to determiDe the wiH ; 
then these intellectual acts become tnotivei. They 
bare an influence on Tolition. The will is not left to 
be the sport of blind contingence« Our acts of choice 
are jiot always controlled by those emotions which 
appear to be the mo«^ vivid. We often find a deter- 
mined and settled purpose, apparently calm, but un- 
yielding, which carries a man steadily forward, amid 
all the solicitations of appetite and passion. The mi- 
ser's predominant inclination, brings all his other feel- 
ings in subjection to this. Tbe inflexible determina- 
tion of Howard, gave law to bis emotions, and guided 
bis benevolent movements. The triumphs of princi- 
ple over passion are frequently seen, in the command- 
ing influence which a settled propensity exercises, 
over feelings apparently more violent. A man's rer 
gard for his own future wel&re, or the interests of the 
divine kingdom, may prevail against the importunate 
demands of present gratl6cation. Principle, in such 
cases, is really a stronger motive^ than passion ; that 
is, it has a greater tendency to control tbe acts of the 
will. 

May not weaker motives sometimes prevail over 
those which are stronger 7 A number of feeble mo- 
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tives by tbeir united influence, maj overbalance a 
more powerful single one. If we have any meaning, 
when we speak of the'comparative strength of mo- 
tives, it must be this, that one has a greater tendency 
than another to determine the will. To say, then, 
that a weaker motive prevails against a stronger one, 
is to say, that that which has the least influence la 
the case, has the greatest. If it be said, that some- 
thing ehe gives to the weaker motive a superiority 
over the stronger; then this something else is itself a 
motive, and the united influence of the two, is greater 
than that of the third. If, as some seem to suppose, 
there is no propriety in speaking of the comparative 
strength of different motives ; as this implies too near 
a resemblance between moral influence, and physical 
energy ; then it is improper to say, that a bribe of a 
thousand dollars is a stronger temptation, than one of 
a shilling; or that the dread, of imprisonment for life, 
has any greater influence, in deterring from the com- 
mission of crimes, than the fear of being subjected to 
a trifling fine. Motives must certainly have eqttal, or 
unequal strength, or none at all. If they have no 
strength, they have no tendency to give direction to 
the acts of the will ; that is, they are not motives, in 
the sense in which the term is commonly understood. 
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If it be still urged, that the will may decide against 
the strongest influence, without any reason whatever ; 
that it will sometimes comply with motives, and some- 
times resist them, and that, without any motive for 
resisting ; then we are brought back again to all-pow- 
erful contingence, to the uncontrollable supremacy of 
nonentity. It is* this which determines whether mo- 
tives shall have any efficacy or not. Sometimes our 
choices happen to be in accordance with them ; and 
sometimes they happen to take the opposite direc- 
tion.; so that chance, after all, is the supreme law of 
volition. 
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Common notion of liberty. 



Common notion of liberty— Internal freedom — Liberty of coih 
iingence — External liberty— Liberty to eitker side — Power to 
the contrary — Cousin's view of this — Dr. Edwards on natural 
power to the contrary, and on natural and moral inability — 
Power to contrary emotions — Liberty a privilege — Necessity 
is the opposite of liberty — Philosophical necessity — Natural 
and moral necessity — Is certainty necessity'^ — Edwards on 
moral necessity. 

In the opinion of n)any, self-determination is essen- 
tial to liberty. Before we can decide this point, it 
will be necessary to ascertain what liberty is. No 
phraseology commonly applied to the will, is more 
ambiguous, than the term liberty or freedom. As 
used by metaphysical writers, it has, at least, half a 
a dozen different meanings. 

1. The first is that which* is given it in common 
discourse. A man is said to have liberty, or to be 
free, when he does what he chooses to do; when the 

7 
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CommoD notion of liberty. Internal liberty. 

acts of his will are carried into execution. This is 
the only meaning attached to the term, in the famil- 
iar language of common life. It is called personal, 
6r civil, or political, or natural liberty, according to 
the nature of the conditions by which it is limited or 
modified. In all these cases, however, it refers to 
extetfnal conduct. It implies a correspoiidence be- 
tween a man's volitions and his actions. If he goes 
where he chooses, and does what he will, he is said 
to be free. His freedom consists in exemption from 
restraint and compulsion ; in not being prevented from 
doing that which he wills to do, and not being com- 
pelled to do that which he does not will to do. This 
is what is frequently called external liberty. It is a 
freedom from every thing which will interfere with the 
fixed connection between volition and external acts. 
2. But philosophers have had occasion to give va- 
rious other meanings to the term liberty ; particularly 
to that which is called internal or mental freedom. 
It is used, in the second place, to signify not our doing 
as we will, but willing as we will. As freedom with 
respect to external actions, consists in their being de- 
pendent on our volitions ; so it seems to be thought 
by some, that the freedom of our volitions themselves, 
consbts in their dependence on previous volitions. As 
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we are not accountable for an action which did not 
proceed from our choice; so it is supposed, that we 
pre not accountable for an act of clfbice, unless it has 
proceeded from antecedent choice; unless we have 
chosen to choose, 

3. Liberty of will, as distinguished from external 
liberty, is represented by some, as consisting i% the 
dependence of our imperative volitions upon our pre- 
dominant desires; so that a man always wills as he 
pleases or wishes; his imperative volitions invariably 
following the strongest internal motives. 

4. The three definitions now given, imply a depen- 
dence of an external or a mental act upon something 
preceding. But according to some philosophers, in- 
ternal, freedom implies, that the will is not subject to 
the determining influence of motives, or the nature 
or state of the mind, or any thing preceding, which 
is itself dependent on any thing without the mind. 
It must be altogether self-determined. This is what 
is sometimes called liberty to either side^ liberty of 
indifference, or^ore properly, of equilibrium, of equal 
tendencies to opposite directions. As civil liberty is 
frequently supposed to be an exemption from all reg- 
ulations of law ; so mental liberty is thought, by some, 
to be a freedom from all determining influence of mo- 
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Contingent liberty. 

tiveSy or of any thing from without. This may be 
called the liberty of coniingenee. It is contiogent 
self-determiDatiori? expressed in different terms. 

5. A more scriptural meaning of freedom, is an ex- 
emption from the controlling influence and bondage of 
evil propensities and passions. 

*' He is the freeman, whom the truth makes free ; 
And all are slaves beside." 

This may be called, for distinction's sake, moral 
freedom. It is far from implying, that the acts of 
the will are independent of all antecedent influence. 
They are brought under the guidance of right and 
virtuous principles. "Being made free from sin," 
says the apostle, "ye became the servants t>firight- 
eousness."* 

6. Others still consider mental liberty as consisting 
simply in the power of willing; that is in having a 
will. According to them, whoever wills is free. 

It is not my purpose to object to the use of the 
term liberty, in either of these senses. An author 
has a right to use words and phrases in his own way, 
and even in different senses, if by the position which 

* Romans vi. 18. 
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be gives them ia coonection with other wOrds, aad^ 
by proper explanations, he guards efiectually against 
misapprehension. But it is highly important, that 
the various and contrary significations of the term lib<^ 
erty,.be not confounded with each other, as they very 
frequently are, in discussions upon the nature and « 
powers of the will. Many appear to think, that 
when they have proved that man has liberty, accord-, 
ing to some particular meaning, they have shewn that 
he must have it, in every other sense of the word. 
Whatever a politician chooses to call liberty, will 
pass current, with the unreflecting portion of the com- 
munity : so whatever a metaphysician denominates 
liberty, will have its influence upon those who are 
governed by namesj without giving themselves the 
trouble to inquire into their meaning. 

Those who plead for contingent self-determination, 
or adopt a theory which implies this, often claim for 
themselves the exclusive right to be considered the 
advocates of liberty. If this assumption be conceded 
to them, it ought to be distinctly understood, accord- 
ing to which of the numerous meanings of the term, 
liberty is peculiar to their system. Those who be- 
lieve in the dependence of volitions upon motives as 
well as agents, are also decided advocates of liberty. 

7* 
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But they do not engage to give their sanction to 
every strange or even absurd qorabination of ideas, 
to which any philosopher may think proper to annex 
the term, however contrary it may be to the signifi- 
cation of the word, as sanctioned by common usage. 
Nor do they admit the justice of being treated, on 
this account, as opposers of liberty. It is agreed on 
all hands, that with respect to external actions, we 
are free, when we do as toe will; when there is such 
an established connection between our volitions and 
our actions, that the latter invariably follow from the 
other. When we will to walk, we walk, if we are 
free ; when we will to speak, we speak ; when we 
will to move the hand, it moves. Now is internal 
liberty, or liberty of will, the direct opposite of this? 
Does it imply, that there is no dependence of our 
volitions on antecedent feelings; that they are as often 
contrary to our desires, as conformable to them ; that 
however ardently a man may love God, and seek to 
serve him, this has no controlling influence over bis 
purposes and executive acts 7 If dependence of our 
volitions on any thing preceding be admitted, must it 
be antecedent volitions only, of the same mind, run- 
ning back into an infinite series ? 
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According to the advocates of iodependent self-de- 
termination^ liberty of the will implies a fretdom to 
either side ; that is, a freedom to one thing or its op- 
posite. This is otherwise expressed, by saying that, 
whenever a man acts freely, he has power to the con- 
trary. Cousin says, " When I open^ this book, am 
I not conscious of opening it, and conscious ^so of 
power not to open it 1 When I look, do I not know, 
at once, that I look, and that I am able not to look ?^' 

*^ Now an action performed with the consciousness 
of power not to do it, is what men have called a^ree ' 
action ; for there is no longer in it the characteristic 
of necessity." " Liberty is the attribute neither of 
the sensibility, nor of the intelligence ; it belongs to 
the activity, and not to all the facts which are refera- 
ble to that, but merely to a certain number, marked 
by peculiar characteristics, namely, acts which we 
perform, with the consciousness of doing them^ and 
of being able not to do thetn.^'* In a certain sense, 
this is undoubtedly true. In reference to external 
conducty a man is free, when he does as he wills, that 
is, when, if he wills to move, be moves, if he wills the 
contrary, he remains at rest ; if he wills to speak, he 
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speakSi if he wills the contrary, he is silent. But does 
liberty imply, that when a man wills a certain act, it 
is no more likely to follow, than the contrary act; 
that his limbs will as soon move against his will, as 
with it ; in other words, that there is no dependence 
of his external actions upon his choice, no established 
connection between what he does, and what be wills 
to do ; that with the same volitionsy his actions might 
be different ? A man has power to move bis band in 
opposite directions. Does this imply, that bis hand 
has power to move in opposite directions, in defiance 
of all infltience of the will? If such were the fact, 
could be be truly said to have power over bis mo- 
tions ? Are not a man's bodily motions in his power, 
when they infallibly follow the direction of his will. 

But the advocates of a liberty to either side, would 
probably consider it as relating not so much to ex- 
ternal conduct, as to acts of the will. Cousin is suffi- 
ciently explicit in stating, that internal liberty belongs 
neither to the antecedents nor to the conse^punts oS 
volition. ^^ When the intellect has judged that this 
or that is to be done, from such or such motives ; it 
remains to pass on to action, and at once to resolve, 
to take sides, to say to ourselves no longer, 1 ovght 
to do, but, I wiU do. Now the faculty which says, I 
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ought to do it, is Dot and caDnot be the faculty which 
says, I will do it, I take the resolution to do it. Here 
the action of the intelligence completely ceases. I 
ought to do it, is a judgment ; I will do it, is not a 
judgment, nor consequently an intellectual phenome- 
non. In fact, the moment we take the resolution to 
do an action, we take it with a consciousness of being 
able to take a contrary resolution. See, then, a new 
element, which must not be confounded with the 
former. This element is the will. One moment 
before, we were in a state of judgment and know- 
ledge ; now we are in a state of willing." " The 
total action which we were to analyze, resolves itself 
into three elements perfectly distinct : 1. the intellec- 
tual element, — 2. the voluntary element, which con- 
sists in an internal act, namely, the resolution, — 3. the 
physical element, or external action." 

'^ If these three elements exhaust the action^ that is 
to say, the phenomenon in which we have recognized 
the character of liberty, in opposition to the pheno- 
mena of intelligence and sensation ; the question now 
to be decided is, precisely in which of these three 
elements, liberty is to be found, that is, the power of 
doing, with the consciousness of being able not to 
do ? Does this power belong to the first element^ 
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the ifUelhctual element of the free actioQ ? It does 
DOt." " Still less b it in the third element, in the 
phyiical action." ^^ It can, then, only be in the se^ 
eond, and there ^e 6od it." ^' Liberty exists in the 
pure power of willing, which is always accompanied 
by the consciousness of the power to will (I do not 
say power to thinks or power to aci^ but power to 
wiU) the contrary of what it wills."'* 

In what sensCi is i^ true, that a man has powec to 
will the contrary of what he actually wills ? He has 
such power that with a sufficient inducement, he will 
make an opposite choice. If he now chooses to sit 
still, and if you set before him an adequate motive, 
be will choose to walk abroad. But has he not power , 
you ask, to choose otherwise than he does, even though 
it be certain, that ne will never exercise that power, 
unless there is some change in his feelings, or in 
the motives before him ? A correct answei* to this 
question, must depend upon the extent of meaning 
here given to the word power. A man may have 
$ome power, and not have all power; that is, he may 
not have all that upon which the result depends. 
There may be something, either within or without his 
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mind, which will render a particular volition certarb, 
notwidistanding his power to the contrary. If the 
word power be used in its broadest sense, as including 
not only opportunity, knowledge, ftpacity, be, but 
motives of aU kinds; it is not true, that a man has 
always equal power, that is, equal inducements, to 
opposite volitions. Has an honest man the same in- 
ducement to lie, which he has to speak the truth ? 
Heus the intemperate man the* same inducement to 
keep sober, which be has to drink to excess ? When^ 
the saints in heaven bow in adoration before the throne 
of God and the Lamb ; are they equally inclined to 
join apostate spirits in their rebellion ? When Satan, 
*^ as a roaring lion, goeth about, seeking whom he may 
devour ;" is he equally inclined to promote the salva- 
tion of men ? 

But if the word power be used here, according to 
its more common acceptation, so as not to include 
motives and the state of feeling, this is not inconsist- 
ent with such a strength of inclination, as will cer- 
tainly prevent any contrary volition. A man has as 
much power to speak the truth, if he will, as he has 
to utter falsehood. And he has as much power to 
wiB to speak the truth, if his feelings are so inclined^ 
as he has to will to lie. But has be a power which 
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will determine him to will one way, while his feelings 
are wholly inclined to will the contrary way ? In many 
cases, there may be conflicting emotions in a man's 
mind, and therefore same power of motive in opposite 
directions. But when he comes to a decision, are 
the motives on the opposite sides always equal ? Is 
it not the preponderance of one over the other which 
turns the scale ? In every act of choice, is the agent 
equally pleased with the opposite sides ? If not, is it 
a mere matter of chance, which way his volition will 
turn ? The man who wills in a particular way, under 
the influence of certain feelings, might undoubtedly 
will differently, under a different influence. But 
while the same mind continues in precisely the same 
state, in the same circumstances, and under the same 
influence of every kind, has it power to will in oppo- 
site directions ; or if it has this power, will it ever use 
it? 

If in asserting a power to contrary volitions, noth- 
ing more is meant, than that a different influence 
might occasion an opposite decision of the will ; this 
is not inconsistent with the dependence of volition on 
the state of the heart, external motives, natural sen- 
sibilities, acquired propensities, &c. The younger 
Edwards, a strenuous advocate for the certain con- 
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nectioB betweea yolitioDs and their causesi admits, 
that the power of acting implies, at the same time^ a 
power of not acting. But he takes special care to » 
gnard this admission against the inference, that our 
voh'tions are independent of the influence of motiires. 
Quoting, from Dr. West, the assertion, that "by 

liberty, we mean a power of acting, willing, or choos- ij 

iog ; and by a power of acting, we mean, that when ^ 

all circumstances necessary for action have taken C 

place, the mind can act or not act ;" he replies : ^ 

" This is not explicit. There is an ambiguity in the ^ 

words jt70t{^er, can, not act. If by power Viud can, he £ 

mean^ natural power, as it has been explained in the |5 

preceding chapter ; I agree that, in any given case, 2 

we have power to act, or decline the proposed action." — 

'' A man possesses liberty, when he possesses a natural i^ 

or physical power to do an action, and is under no ^ 

natural inability with respect to that action.'^ " If Z 

this be the liberty for whieh Dr. West pleads, he has ic 

no ground of controversy, on this head, with Presi- > 

dent Edwards, or with any who embrace his system. ^ 

There is nothing in this inconsistent with the injluenct '^ 

of motives on the will, to produce volition ; or with -jt 

the dependence of volition on some cause extrinsic to ^ 
itself, extrinsic to the power of will, or to the mind 

8 
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in wbicli it exists." Referring to Dr. West's illus* 
trttion of the power of choosing between things^ which 
appear to be equally eligible, he says: ** If by power 
he mean natural or phytical power, I grant, that we 
have tttch a power, to choose not only one of several 
things equally eligible, if any such there be, but one 
of things ever so unequally eligible, and to take the 
least eligible."* Again he says, <' it has been in- 
quired concerning President Edwards' moral inability, 
whether the man who is the subject of it, can remove 
it 1 I answer, yes, he hasjbe same physical power 
to remove it, and to do the action, which be is nyor^ 
ally unable to do, which the man concerning whom 
Dr. West supposes there is a certainty, that he will 
not do an action, has to do the action, and so to de- 
feat or remove the said certainty. I agree with Dr. 
West, that he has "a physical power so to do."f 

What Dr. Edwards intends, by saying that a man 
has natural or physical power to do that which he is 
morally unable to do, will be easily understood by 
attending to the view which be has taken of natural 
and moral inability and necessity, in the chapter to 
which he here refers. Tliough these terms, as used 

* Essays on Liberty and Necessity, pp. 20, 21, 32. t p. 18. 
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by different vnriters, are abundantly ambiguous^ yet 
he is sufSciently explicit, in stating what signification 
he means to g^ ve them. ^^ Moral necessity," he says, 
" is the certain or necessary connection between moral 
causes and moral effects. Natural necessity is the 
connection between causes and effects which are not 
of a moral nature." " The distinction between natu- 
ral and moral inability is analogous to this. Inability 
is the reverse of necessity ;"* that is, a man is under 
an inability to do a particular thing, when he is under 
a necessity of not doing it. According to Dr. Ed- 
wards, thei^y a man may have natural power to do 
that, which the want of moral power will infallibly 
prevent him from doing. ^' Moral necessity," he 
says, <<is the real and certain connection between 
some moral action and its cause; and there is no 
moral necessity in the case, unless the connection be 
real and absohUdy certain^ so as to ensure the exist- 
ence of the action."t And his father says ; '' Moral 
necessity may be as absolute as natural necessity ; 
that is, the effect may be as perfectly connected with 
its moral cause, as a natural necessary effect iid, with 
its natural cause." ^' As it must be allowed, that 
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there maj be such a thing as a sure and perfect coo* 
nectioD hetween moral causes and their effects ; sa 
this only is what I call bj the name of moral aeces- 
sity.''* According to these writers, then, a man may 
have a natural power to make a contrary choice, 
although, at the same time, he is morally unable to 
do it ; that is, he b under the influence of such mo- 
tives, as will infallibly prevent him from thus willing. 
It may be thought by some, that by a purpose or 
reiolve, we have power to give our volitions a con- 
trary direction. But do we form purposes, independ- 
ently of all motives, from within and from without ? 
Will the same influence, operating upon precisely the 
same state of mind, lead to opposite purposes and 
▼olitions ? 

If we pass from our purposes, to our affections or 
emotions y shall we here find the liberty to either side? 
It is manifest, that different objects may produce dif- 
ferent feelings in the same mind ; and the same objects 
will produce different feelings in different minds. But 
while the same objects are viewed, in the same man- 
ner, by a mind continuing in precisely the same state 
of susceptibility, will the affections excited by these 

♦ Edwards on the Will,. Purl t. Sec. 4. 
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objects be so changed, as to become of an opposite 
character ? Or does the state of the%nind itself be- 
come contrary to what it was before, without any cause 
whatever? If it be admitted, that our emotions have 
any dependence on any thing preceding, will it still 
be urged, that the antecedents must, in every case, 
be so exactly balanced, that the tendencies to a par- 
ticular emotion and its opposite shall be equal ? 

Will it be said, that our volitions are partly contin- 
gent, and partly dependent on something preceding ; 
that there may be some influence from motives, and 
at the same time, a power of acting in opposition to 
natives ? To thisj it may be answered, that if the 
very nature of liberty of will, implies freedom to 
either side, then so far as this is controlled, and our 
volitions are determined by the influence of motives, 
by the state of the aflTections, or by any thing else, 
liberty is impaired. The saint in heaven, who is 
under the influence of such motives, as invariably 
excite in him boly volitions, has not the liberty n( 
which we are now speaking. Contingence and- de- 
pendence are incompatible with each other. So far 
as one prevails, the other can have no place. If our 
volitions are wholly contingent, they are, in no degree^ 
subject to the determining influence of motives. 

8* 
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Why have metaphysiciaDS given to the lerms liberty 
tod poweri wken applied to the will^ a raeaaiDg so 
different from that which they bear in customary use, 
and in reference to external eonducl I In common 
language, a roan enjoys liberty, when he does as be 
wills ; that is, when there is a ^ed canheciion be* 
tween his acts and his volitions. The more invaria- 
ble this dependence, the more perfect is his liberty. 
Whatever interrupts this connection, impairs his free- 
dom. But according to some philosophers, liberty of 
wiM requires, that there should be no dependence of 
our volitions upon any thing preceding, for being as 
they are, rather than otherwise. External liber)|r 
consists in a man's acting uniformly, in conformity 
with his will. Does internal liberty imply, that he 
frequently wills in opposition to bis supreme afiec- 
tion ? When we say that a man has power to the 
contrary external action, we mean, ^tiat if his will 
were different^ the action would be different. But 
aeme who speak of a power to contrary volitions, 
seem to mean, that under the same influence, and in 
. the same stale of mind, the volitions may be different. 
It is a power of contingence, a capacity of being sub- 
ject to accident. Is not the term power, as it is fre- 
quently used, a mere " metaphysical souikI," which 
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is to produce its effect, not by any distinct signi&a* 
^ODy in the connection in which in is introduced; 
but by association with feelings excited by the word, 
ip cases of a very different nature ? 

Liberty is commonly considered a 'privilege. But 
what privilege is conferred by the liberty of contin* 
gence ; a freedom of our volitions from all influence 
of motives ; of argumenti and persuasion, and affeo« 
tions ? Suppose a man were to be endowed with a 
will which should put forth volitions wholly at ran- 
dom, without any regard to his feelings ; that if these 
should urge him ever so strongly to go one way, his 
will would determine he should go in an opposite di- 
rection ; that' however much he might be pleased with 
obeying God, his volitions would lead him to disobey ; 
would this be the perfection of liberty ? Or suppose 
his volitions should spring up, without any cause, or 
reason, or influence whatever, either fjrom within or 
from without ; would this be the noiost desirable con- 
dition of his being ? • 

NECE SSITY. 

That which is the opposite of liberty, is commonly* 
called necessity. But as various signiflcations have 
been given to the term liberty, and each of these may 
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have its opposite ; necessity also has a corresppndiDg 
variety of meatfings. As liberty, in familiar use, sig- 
nifies doing as toe will; so necessity, as it is most 
commonly understood, is something which prevents 
us from doing as we wilt. It implies opposition to 
our choice. It is either compulsiony forcing us to do 
that which we will not do ; or restraint, withholding 
as from doing that which we will to do. As liberty 
supposes an established connection between our voli- 
tions and our outward acts ; necessity, on the con- 
trary, implies an interruption of this connection. If 
a roan's limbs, when affected with convulsions, move 
against his will, he is necessitated to let them mov^ 
If in a palsy, they refuse to move at his bidding, he 
is laid under a necessity not to move them. 

But philosophers have found occasion to give very 
different meanings to the term necessity * They have 
applied it where, from the very nature of the case, there 
can be no opposition of will. A man may be com- 
pelled to do that which is contrary to his choice. 
But how can he be compelled to choose that which 
■is contrary to his choice ; to will that which, at the 
moment, he does not will ? He may, at one tfme, 
choose that which is contrary to what he had chosen, 
at another time ; and it is easy to see how this change 
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may be effected by external lofioeDce. But can he 
be either induced or compelled to will that which, af 
the same time, is opposed to bis will? As some have 
made the liberty of the will to consist in a freedom 
from the determining influence of motives ; sa to be 
subjeot to such motives, they have called necessity. 
But if a man can be determined, by motives, to wiU 
in a particular way, this does not imply, that he is 
induced to will against his will. The use of a term 
in so different and in some respects, opposite senses, 
is the occasion of numberless misapprehensions. Ac- 
cording to some philosophers, the dependence of our 
volitions upon any thing preceding is necessity ; where- 
as, in conmion language, the want of dependence of 
our actions upon our volitions, is what is called neces- 
sity* Why should necessity, in the one case, signify 
dependence, and in the other, the opposite of depen* 
dence. 

Liberty and necessity are generally understood to 
be inconsistent with each other. But if very diverse 
meanings are given to both these terms, it is not cer- 
tain, that every kind of liberty is inconsistent with 
every thing which any one may choose to call neces- 
sity. If it be said, that all necessity is necessity, and 
that in relation to liberty, it makes no difference, of 
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wbtt kind the necessity is ; it may be answered, that 
what is sonetimes caUed necessity, is not necessity, 
in any proper acceptation of the terni« It b to be 
regretted, that writers on both sides of the question 
concerning the power of the will have given occasion 
to numerous and great misapprehensions, by adopting 
this confusion of language respecting necessity. The 
danger of mistake may be lessened, but is far from 
being removed, by observing the distinction between 
natural and moral necessity. The discrimination 
may be accurately and clearly stated ; but an eager 
controversial writer may easily practice an illusion 
upon a large portion of bis readers, if not upon him- 
self, by confounding the different meanings, or by in- 
sensibly substituting one for the other. And when 
metaphysical philosophy is dealt out to the common 
people, they will be sure to interpret the language, 
according to the customary use of the terms, in their 
own walks of life. With them, necessity will be ne- 
cessity, however much you may define and explain. 
You may state definitely the difierence between com- 
mon and philosophical necessity ; but very few will 
be philosophical enough to keep the distinction stead* 
ily in view. 
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Philosophical necessity. 

It is sometimes said, that the connection betii(^een 
volitions and the antecedents on which they depend 
is certain, but not necessary. By this may be meant, 
that certain connection and dependence imply no op^ 
position to acts of the will ; no compulsion or con- 
straint. But according to others, the certain connec- 
tion of antecedents and consequents is itself necessity, 
whether there be any opposition to the will or not. 
The argument from necessity, in favor of contingent 
self-determination, is a play upon the ambiguity of 
terms. All agree, that a necessity which is opposed 
to oiir choice, is inconsistent with liberty. Coercion, 
compulsion, restraint, that is, opposition to our will, 
is the veiy quality to which the inconsistency with 
freedom belongs. And when philosophers have given 
the name of necessity to that in which there is no op- 
position to our choice, they still insist, that as neces- 
sity is necessity, of whatever kind it may be, it must, 
in all ca^es, be inconsistent with liberty. Ifone wbhes 
to represent any relation or quality whatever as es- 
sential to volition, he has only to cdl it liberty ; and 
if he would make the impression, that a particular 
relation, dependence for example, is incompatible 
with volition and freedom, be has only to call it ne- 
cessity ; and this will pass for argument, with those 
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who are aocusUxned, id their reasoning, to pay more 
attention to the sound of words, than to their signifi- 
cation. By common readers, the term necessity, 
however it may be applied by the writer, will be un* 
derstood to mean that which is opposed to the will. 
The expression moral necem/y, adopted for the 
purpose of avoiding ambiguity, is itself ambiguous. 
It is frequently used to signify a high degree of prob- 
ahilitif merely ; an approach to necessity, where there 
is not supposed to be any infallible certainty. The 
first President Edwards and his son are sufficiently 
explicit, in stating what they mean by moral neces- 
sity* With them, it is '* a sure and perfect connec- 
tion between moral causes and effects.'^ It " may 
be as absolute as natural necessity.'' " A man's evil 
dispositions may be as strong and immovable, as the 
bars of a castle."* " Moral necessity is the certain 
or necessary connection between moral causes and 
moral e£rects."f It is observable, however, that these 
very logical writers, in their definitions of moral ne* 
cessity, both use the word moral in different senses : 
so difficult is it to avoid altogether the use of ambigu- 
ous terms. Moral necessity, is defined to be << a cer« 

* Edwards on the Will : . Part i. Sec. 4. Part iv. Sec. 4. 
t Dr. Edwards, on Liberty and Necessity, p. 6. 
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taia or necessary connection between moral causeg 
and moral effects.^* The moral effects here spoken of 
are, evidently, volitions; that is, acts which are Mem- 
sehes right or wrong, sinful or holy, and which are, for 
this reason, denominated morah But what are here 
called moral causes^ are not always right or wrong, sin- 
ful or holy. They are probably spoken of as moral, 
because they are the causes of moral effects. Among 
these causes are mentioned, by President Edwards, 
^^ motives exhihited to the understanding.^^ And Dr. 

Edwards says, " By moral necessity," " I mean 

all necessity or previous certainty of the volition or 
voluntary action of a rational being, whatever be the 
cause or influence by which that necessity is establish- 
ed." "Though volitions may be the effects of a bias 
of mind born with us, yet those volitions are moral 
acts, and therefore the necessity from which they pro- 
ceed, is a moral necessity."* The effects are called 
moral, because they are themselves right or wrong ; 
but the causes are called moral, because right or wrong 
actions proceed from them. Dr. Samuel Clarke ob- 
serves, that " moral necessity, in true and philosophi- 
cal strictness, is not indeed any necessity at all; but 



"» Essays on Liberty and Necessity, p. 13, 19. 
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is merely a Jiguraiive maDner of speaking."* And 
evea President Edwards says ; " I have largely de- 
dared^ that the connection between antecedent things 
and consequent ones, which takes place with regard 
to the acts of men's wills, which ia called moral ne- 
cesiity, is called by the name of necessity improper- 
7iy."f He speaks of it as a metaphysical speculative 
and abstract notion. If an expression which is so 
liable to be misinterpreted, is still retained in use, it 
ought to be employed with very great caution, and to 
be accompanied with such explanations as will effect- 
ually guard it against perversion. 

♦ Answer to Collins, p. 15. 

t Remarks on the Essays on the Principles of Morality and 
Natural Religion. 
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SECTION Vf 

ABILITY AND INABILITY. 

Inability in relation to external conduct. 

Inability in relation to external conduct — Natural and moral 
inability — Opposition to the will belongs to natural inability — 
Inability in relation to acts of the will — President Edwards' 
definition of moral inability — Different meanings of the terms 
ability, inability, &c. — In what sense, is ability commensurate 
with obligation ? — Controversies respecting inability — Prac- 
tical application of the doctrine of ability and inability — Nat- 
ural and moral inability. 

In do department of theological philosophy has the 
confusion of tongues been more complete, than in the 
use of the terms ii6t7% and inability ^ can and can not^ 
unavoidable^ &c. Throughout entire campaigns of 
metaphysical warfare, there has been little else than 
a dextrous brandishing of weapons furnished by this 
ambiguous phraseology. Such controversies must be 
interminable, unless the combatants can come to some 
agreement with respect to the interpretation to be 
given to the principal terms in the discussion. 
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In familiar language, and with reference ta extern 
nal conduct, the most common meaning of the terms 
ability, inability^bc. it very simple and distinct. A 
roan is said to be able to do a thing, if Jie does it when- 
ever he ivills to do it; in other words, when there 
is nothing to prevent him from doing it, but a want 
ef inclination. If there is something else which, in 
opposition to his will, effectually restrains him from 
acting in the case, he is said to be unable. But not 
unfrequently, in philosophical discussion, and even 
in cohimon use, inability implies nothing more than 
strong disinclination. A miser can not be liberal. Jo- 
seph's brethren ^^ could no^ speak peaceably to him." 
The apostle Peter speaks of men " having eyes full 
of adultery, and that can not cease from sin,'' In 
these, and in similar instances, power is to be under- 
stood according to its most extensive signi6cation, as 
including not only the common requisites. for action, 
but also a willing mind. To distinguish the two 
kinds of inability, one has been called natural, and 
the other moral. If there is any thing besides want 
of inclination, which prevents a man from performing 
a particular act, he is said to be naturally unable to 
do it. If unwillingness is the only obstacle in the 
way, he is said to be morally unable. That which 
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prevents a man from doing as he willy is kiatural ina- 
bility. That which prevents htm from doing as he 
oughty is moral inability. 

In iattiral inability, that which is tmst pioperly 
called inability, tivo elements are implied ; first, scmie 
obstacle to the performance of that which is willed ; 
secondly, opposition between the obstacle and the 
will. In moral inability, no such opposition can be 
supposed ; as the obstacle in the way is unwilling^ 
ness Itself. There may, indeed, be opposition to this 
state of the will ; but it does not appertain to the 
inability which there is in the case. For, by the 
supposition, the inability depends on the unwilling- 
ness. Any opposition to this unwillingness, there- 
fore, is opposition to the inability, and of course, can 
not constitute a part of it. A son is prevented, by a 
perverse will, from obeying the orders of his father. 
There may be, at the same time, a severe struggle in 
his mind, between this perverseness and his appre- 
hension of punishment, or the redfionstrances of con- 
science, urging him to a contrary decision. But his 
fears of correction, or convictions of duty, are no part 
of the unwillingness which prevents him from obey- 
ing. They ffre as much opposed to his moral inabil- 
ity, as to bis disobedient perverseness* But in the 

9* 
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case of natural inability, the opposition to the will 
belongs to tbe very obstacle which lies in the way of 
performing that which is willed. If a man desires 
to raise a weight for which his physical strength is 
insufficient, his inability i» not in bis will^ but in that 
which is opposed to his will. 

The distinction between natural and moral inability 
would be easily understood, if in its application, it 
were confined to external conduct. But philosophers 
and divines have occasion to carry back their inqui- 
ries, from outward actions, . to the acts of the will 
itself. Here the distinction between the two kinds 
of inability becomes more liable to misapprehension. 
If a man is unable to do a particular act, it must be 
either because he is unwilling^ which is moral ina- 
bility ; or because he could not if he would, which is 
natural inability. But if he is unable to tvill in a 
particular way, is it because he with not to will so ; 
or because be could not will so, if he would ? The 
first part of the alternative implies that every volition 
concerning which inability is predicated, is preceded 
by another volition. The other part implies, that 
the will may be opposed to itself. What then can 
be the meaning, when it is said, that a man is unable 
to will as he ought. On this point, . theologians are 
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not agreed. According to President Edwards, " Mo- 
ral inability consists either in the v^ant of inclination, 
or the strength of a contrary inclination ; or the want 
of sufficient motives in view, to induce aod excite the 
act of the will, or the strength of apparent motives to 
the contrary."* If inclination here be understood 
to mean volition, the former part of this definition is 
applicable to external conduct. It imports that a 
man is morally unable to perform that which Ufi does 
not choose to do. But the latter part relates ex- 
pressly to ads of the will. If it be an executive voli- 
tion which the man is morally unable to put forth, it 
must, according to Edwards, be for want of the proper 
emotions or internal motives. If, as his language, in 
other places, would admit, the required act of will, 
which the man is morally unable to exercise, is an 
emotion or affection, for instance, love to God ; the, 
inability, according to the definition, must be owing 
to the want o{ external motives or considerations, fitted 
to excite the emotion, in such a mind as his. 

Some appear to suppose, that the moral inability 
of willing right, is precisely of the same nature, as 
the moral inability of doing right, of performing a 



♦ Freedom of Will, Part i. Sec. 4. 
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required external action ; that is, that it ccHisists io 
previous mcis of choice* All other influeDce, giving 
a wrong direction to the will, they would consider as 
natural inability. According to Edwards, moral ina- 
bility consists in a want of something on which virtu- 
ous volitions depend. According to others, it-con- 
sists in a want of power, in imperative acts of the 
will, to control the affections. Some writers define 
moral ^ability, tor be that kind of inability which, is 
consistent with accountability, with desert of praise 
or blame. This would be well enough, if we were 
agreed respecting the kinds of inability which are to 
be considered as consistent with accountability. But 
the definition ought not to' embrace controverted 
points ; especially when it is known, that many ear- 
nestly contend, tbat aZ/ inability is inconsistent with 
accountability. Even President Edwards' definition 
of moral inability, is not altogether free from the dif- 
ficulty of involving a controverted point. It goes on 
the supposition, that there is a fi^ed connection be- 
tween motives and volitions; which many deny. His 
definition can not be consistently adopted, by those 
who believe in contingent determination. - According 
to them, the certain dependence of volition^upon any 
thing preceding, for being as it is, would imply a nat- 
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Ural ioability of actifig otherwise. There are other 
deGnitioDS of moral inatMlityy which it is-not accessary 
to introduce in this place. 

No way has yet been devised, by which the diffi- 
culties connected with this subject may be wholly 
avoided. There are violent and long continued /con- 
troversies, with, respect to the inability of the will, 
among those who appear to differ very little in opin- 
ionj except as to the meaning of terms. On% class 
use the word power, ai»d the corresponding express- 
ions in their greatest latitude, to include ail the ante- 
cedents on which an act immediately depends. Ac- 
cording to this mode of explaining the terms, a man 
has not power to do any thing, except what he actu- 
ally does. Whatever it be, which prevents him from 
acting, they call it inability; But another class re- 
strict the meaning of the word power, to those pre-^ 
requisites which render a man accountable for not 
acting, or for acting wrong. If it be an external ac- 
tion which he has omitted, merely from not willing 
to do it ; they say that he had power to do it, but 
would not. If he fails to exercise right volitions, for 
no other reason than a perverse disposition ; they say 
that he has all the power of willing right which is re- 
quisite to -render him accountable. There is tome- 
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iking which prevents men from fullj obeying the 
divine commands. Is it want of power, or want of 
inclination merely ? According to some, want of in- 
clination to obey is itself inability, because it effectu- 
ally prevents obedience. According to others, mere 
want of inclination is not properly called inability. 
It is no excuse for disobedience. When it is said, 
that obligation is commensurate with ability, that we 
are n«t bound to do any thing which we have not 
power to do, the term power must evidently be taken 
in a limited sense. For if it embrace not only capa- 
city, opportunity, &c. hut inclinaiionr; if it compre- 
hend all that on which the action depends ; then the 
assertiori amounts to this, that a man is not under 
obligation to do any thing, but what he actually does. 
If he has all the prerequisites to a particular act, it 
must really follow, unless its taking place or not is a 
matter of accident. 

A large portion of the Christian church believe 
that no man ever did or ever will repent, without the 
special influence of the Divine Spirit. But can a 
roan repent, has he power to repent, without this in- 
fluencie ? On this point, there is a strenuous debate, 
among those who are agreed with respect to the facts 
in the case. Both parties believe, that a man never 
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will repent, without divine influence. They are 
agreed, that he is inexcusable for not repenting. But 
tbey differ widely with respect to the meaning of the 
terms power and ability. An effect is frequently 
owing to the combined influence of several antece- 
dents. According to one class of writers, the word 
power is not properly applied to any pari of these 
taken separately^ but only to the tohole iaTcen collee* 
tively. According to. others, some power belongs to 
each of the antecedents, though it be not, of itself, 
sufficient to produce the effect. If the strength often 
men be necessary to raise a given weight,. a single in- 
dividual can not do it ; and therefore, in one sense, 
he has no power over the weight. But in another 
sense, he may be said to have some power with res- 
pect to it, as he possesses a part of the strength which 
is required to raise it. In the controversy respecting 
ability and inability, one party applies the term power 
exclusively to the aggregate of the antecedents upon 
which the effect depends ; the other, to those which 
are necessary to accountability. According to the 
former, a man has not ability, unless he has a wUling 
mind^ as well as the other qualifications for doing his 
duty. According to the latter he has ability, if the 
want of a right will is all that prevents him from 
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obeying. One side maintains, that that which is in- 
sufficient to effect the required change, is not prop- 
erly called power ; that it can be nothing more than 
powerlest power. The other insists, that a man is 
not bound to do that which he has no power to do. 
In short, one party asserts, that a man has not Jrdl 
power to repent ; the other, tliat he has some power. 
Is there any contradiction in this ? Yet the notes of 
alarm and discord are sounded from one end of the 
land to the other, because some beh'eve that a man 
has not full power to repent, and therefore say, that 
he hai not ability ; while others believe, that he bas 
some power to repent, and therefore say, that he 
has ability. If each side could only understand the 
meaning of the other, their controversy, on this point, 
would be at an end. But what hope is there, that 
they can be brought together, so long as they are re- 
solved they wiU not understand each other ? so long 
as each refuses to hear any explanation which is not 
expressed in its own ^peculiar dialect ? The forms of 
expression adopted by each of the contending parties, 
are liable to perversion, unless very cautiously guard- 
ed against misconstruction. 

There are two most momentous practical truths 
connected with the question of inability ; one, that a 
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sinner never tvill repent, without the influence of the 
Spirit ; the other, that he is under full obligation to 
repeat, and wholly inexcusable for not repenting. 
One or the other of these truths, he who persists \ti 
disobedience will, if possible, disbelieve. He will 
not admit both his depeadence and his guilt. If you 
tell him, in unqualified terras, that he can repent, he 
will draw the conclusion that he shall; and will re- 
main at eas^, waiting his ovm time for repentance. 
If you tell hijm, without explabation, that he can not 
repent, he will infer that he is not under obligation 
to repent of himself, and will profess to be waiting 
God^s time to give him repentance. Whatever lan- 
guage you use, in impressing on him a sense of his 
obligation and guilt, you need to guard it well, lest 
he remain insensible of his dependence on the influ- 
ence of the Spirit. 

With respect to the terms natural and moral ina- 
bility, though it is a matter of high moment, that the 
distinction be clearly drawn, between that want of 
power which releases from obligation, and that ina- 
bility, or whatever else it may be called, which leaves 
the sinner without excuse ; yet this distinction will 
not, to every mind, be definitely marked, by merely 
using the above phrases. Moral inability, when ap- 

10 
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plied to external conduct, appears to be clearly enoagh 
defined, by those who are accustomed to use the ex- 
pression. It signifies nothing more nor less than de- 
ckled unwillingness. A man is said to be moraUy un- 
iible to do that which he will not do. Many consider 
k a great impropriety to speak of mere unwiHiDgness 
•s being a want of power. It is evidently a depart 
ture from the original, literal meaning of the terms. 
''It must be observed concerning moral inability," 
says President Edwards, '^ that the word inability is 
used in a sense very diverse from its original import. 
The word signifies only a natural inability, in the 
proper use of it." " A man can not be truly said to 
be unable to do a thing, when he can do it if he will." 
" No inability whatever which is merely moral, is 
properly called by the name of inability."* The 
common signification of inability, as has already been 
observed, implies two things; First, that there is 
aome thing which will effectually prevent the action 
ftpoken of; Secondly, that this prevention is in oppo- 
ntion to the will ; so that the man could not do the 
ibing if he would. But what is called moral inability 
includes only one of these, that which will ejBTectually 

• Edwards on the Will, Part i. Sec. 4. and Part iii. Sec. 4. 
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prevent the action ; though this be nothing but the 
will itself, and therefore can not be opposed to th# 
will. But from the strength of early association, the 
idea of opposition will, in many minds, be almost un* 
avoidably connected with the use of the word inability, 
and the corresponding terms, can not, impossible, &c* 
Yet as these expressions are occasionally employed^ 
both in the scriptures,^ and in familiar discourse, to 
signify unwillingness, we are not justiGed in pronouo" 
cing this Jigtirative use to be wholly improper. 

But the liability to misapprehension respecting \be 
meaning of moral inability is increased, when it is 
contrasted, as it commonly is, with natural inability ; 
apparently implying that moral inability is not natural 
to man ; that his unwillingness to do his duty, does 
not proceed from any thing belonging to his nature* 
This is far from being intended, however, by those 
divines who most frequently make the distinction of 
which we are speaking. '^ When I use this distinc- 
tion of moral and natural necessity," says President 
Edwards, ** I would not be understood to suppose, 
that if any thing comes to pass by the former kind of 
necessity, the nature of things is not concerned in it, 
as well as in the latter."* This observation is as ap- 



* Freedom of the Will, Part i. Sec. 4. 
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plicable to moral inability y as to moral necessity ; for 
the iDability to do a particular thing, is only a difier- 
ent expression for a necessity of not doing it. With 
some writers, the distinction between natural and mo- 
ral inability appears to be this ; that the former will 
certainly prevent particular actions, while the latter 
interposes such a difficulty merely as will probably 
prevent them. And when they hear it asserted by 
others, that there is no natural inability in the way 
of a sinner's repenting and doing his duty ; they un- 
derstand the meaning to be, that there is nothing, 
arising from his nature and the nature of things around 
him, which, without the renewing grace of God, will 
certainly prevent him from repenting and obeying^ 
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Conscioasiiess of power — In what sense are we conscioos of 
seir-determinatioD? — Liberty of indiSerence — Cooscioosness 
of libertj — Aceountabiliiy in relation to external condact-^ 
to acts of the will — to emotions — and to purposes. — Is contin- 
gence essential to accoantabiliiy 1 — Originating volition. 

It is often said, that we are conscious of a self-de- 
termining power in the will. To enable us to judge 
of the correctness of this assertion, it is necessary that 
we understand definitely how much is meant to be 
implied in consciousness, and what kind of self-deter- 
mining power it is, of which we are said to be con- 
scious. Writers on mental philosophy define con- 
sciousness to be the notice which the mind takes of 
its own operations^ including thoughts, volitions, emo- 
tions, &€. In what sense, then, can a man be con- 
scious o( power t It is not a thing which can be seen 
in the abstract. We can observe it only, by taking 

10» 
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notice of some change, and of the antecedents on 
which the change depends. Dr. Reid, a zealous ad- 
vocate for self-determination, says, ^^ Power is not an 
operation of the mind, and therefore is no object of 
cotuciovsTuss. Indeed every operation of the mind 
is the exertion of some power of the mind ; but we 
are conscious of the operation only, and the power 
lies behind the scene. And though we may justly 
infer the power from the operation, it must be remem- 
bered, that inferring is not the province of conscious- 
ness, but of reason."* We are conscious of willing 
to move our limbs ; and we perceive, that they move 
accordingly. In this case, consciousness and percep- 
tion together give us a knowledge of the power of 
our minds over the motions of our bodies. One men- 
tal act may depend on another preceding it. As both 
these are objects of consciousness, it may be proper to 
say, that we are conscious of the power of one over 
the other. But are we conscious that every act of 
our minds is preceded by another ; that every volition 
b preceded by another volition ? 

In what sense are we conscious of a self^etermin- 
ifig poweir? A man is conscious that he wills or 



* Reid's Active Powers, Essay i. Chap. t. 
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determines. This implies that it is he himself who 
wills ; that his volitions are his own acts, and not the 
acts of another. So far, we are conscious of self-de- 
termination. But are we conscious, that our volitions 
are dependent on nothing preceding? that motives 
from without have no influence in determining our 
minds to choose as they do ? If there can be such 
influence, it cannot be an object of consciousness; 
except in this sense, that we may be conscious of its 
effects. For that which is without is no part of the 
operations of our minds. The fact, therefore, that 
we are not conscious of external influence, does not 
prove that there is no such influence. 

Will it be said^ that we know, that we will inde- 
pendently of any external influence, though it may 
not be proper to give to this knowledge the name of 
consciousness ? In many instances, at least, we know 
the contrary. When a father rushes into a house on 
fire, to snatch his child from the flames, does he act 
independently of all influence from circumstances? 
Has the fire no concern in detern^ining which way his 
will shall turn ? If there are instances in which we 
are not sensible of any external influence upon us ; is 
our ignorance, in the case, certain proof that no such 
influence can exist ? If it be possible, that the mind 
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may, sometimes, be so nicely poised between two 
objects, to all appearance, perfectly alike, as to pre- 
sent a case of liberty of indifference or of equilibrium ; 
what application has this to the determination of the 
will, by the great interests of social life, of morality, 
and of religion ? If a man may be indifferent which 
of two pepper corns to take, what effect can this have 
upon his choice between the practice of iniquity and 
the service of God ? Are such rare and trifling cases 
worthy the grave consideration of the philosopher? 
Are we conscious that our affections and passions, 
however strong they may be, have no influence upon 
our purposes and executive volitions? Are we con- 
seious, that neither external circumstances, nor the 
habitual character of our minds, have any concern in 
determining the nature of our emotions? Are we 
conscious that motives are mere objects of choice, to 
which we are perfectly indifferent, till we have made 
our election ? Are we conscious that we are ahle to 
prefer chains and a dungeon, in themselves consider- 
ed, to liberty, and the light of heaven ? Are we con- 
scious of ever acting against all the motives which 
are before our minds ; and that, without any induce- 
ment to such a determination ? 
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But are we not conscious of liberty ; of liberty to 
either side ; of a power of contrary volition ? We 
are conscious of m/Kn^; and, therefore, we know 
intuitively, that we have the power of willing; and 
this is what, by some, is called liberty. But it is 
certain that we are not conscious of liberty, in every 
sense of the word ; for liberty, as defined by some 
writers, is directly opposed to the meaning which 
others attach to the term. We are not conscious, 
that every volition is dependent on a preceding voli- 
tion, for being as it is ; and, at the same time, that it 
is dependent on nothing; that it is, in the absolute 
sense, contingent. Yet each of these considerations 
enters into the notion of liberty as maintained by dif- 
ferent writers. We are conscious of frequently change 
ing our purposes ; of willing, sometimes, to move one 
way, and at other times, to move In an opposite di- 
rection. But are we conscious, that these changes are 
made by mere contingence ; that they are dependent 
on nothing preceding ; on no condition, motive, rea- 
son, cause, or influence, for being as they are, rather 
than otherwise? If it be claimed, that we are con- 
scious of having power to will otherwise than we do ; 
does this power include all the antecedents on which 
volition depends? Does it implys that we always 
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have equal inclinations io opposite directions ? Are 
we equally inclined to preserve our lives, and to de- 
stroy them ; to covet wealth, and to welcome pover- 
ty; to aspire to distinction, and to seek disgrace? 
Is the genuine patriot conscious of being indifferent, 
whether he saves his country or betrays it ; or if he 
takes a deep interest in her welfare, is he conscious, 
that this has no effect whatever upon his conduct ? 
Is the Christian conscious, that nothing but the power 
of contingent determination, has had any influence, in 
turning him from sin to holiness ? It is said, that we 
are conscious of originating volition. We are, in- 
deed, conscious, that our acts of choice proceed from 
ourselves. They begin with us. They are not made 
elsewhere, and communicated to our minds. But 
does this imply, that nothing antecedent has any in- 
fluence, in determining of what nature they shall be ? 

ACCOUNTABILITT. 

It is frequently asserted, that a self-determining 
power is essential to accountability; to a conviction 
of guilt ; to a feeling of moral obligation. How can 
a roan be justly blamed or punished, for doing that 
which he has no power to avoid ; or for omitting that 
which he has no power to perform ? Ought be to be 
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condemned, for doing as well as he can ? No correct 
view can be taken on this point, without a distinct 
understanding of the roeanrog which is to be given to 
the expressions " no power," and " self-determining 
power," in this cpnaection. There is no difficulty in 
knowing what is meant, when the language is applied 
to external conduct. All the world are agreed, that 
a man is not to blame for failing to walk, when he 
could not walk if he would. And for this plain rea- 
son, that his remaining inactive, in this case, is no 
indication of the state of his will. If he is afflicted 
with convulsions, his limbs move without his consent; 
the motions of his body do not obey the orders of his 
will. He is not responsible for them,' because they 
are not, properly speaking,^ his motions. 

But what is necessary to render a man accountable 
for acts of the will itself 1 They must, unquestiona- 
bly, be his own acts, and not those of another. He 
must be the agent, the person who wills. In this 
sense, his volitions are self-determined. And if he 
actually wills, he certainly has power to will. But 
must he not also have power to will the contrary 1 
Now what can this inquiry mean ? Power over an 
acuon implies some antecedent or antecedents, on 
which the action depends. Volitions, if they depend 
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upon any thing besides the agent himself, must de- 
pend on his feelings, his affections, his dispositions, 
his apprehensions. When it is affirmed, that an ac- 
countable agent must have power to will in opposite 
directions ; are we to understand the meaning to be, 
that he has equal power to either side ; or only that 
he has some power to the contrary ? If the latter 
only be intended there is no difficulty in seeing, that 
the balance of feeling may be so decisively on one 
side, as to control the man's volitions. Is it neces- 
sary to accountable agency, that the feelings for and 
against the decisions of the will, should be equall 
Is the murderer free from guilt, unless he has as strong 
an inclination to spare his victim, as to take his life? 
Is the sinner excusable for his impenitence, unless he 
has an equal disposition to obey God, and to disobey 
him ? Are the angels in heaven deserving of no praise 
for their constancy, unless they have an equal propen- 
sity to revolt ? Is Washington entitled to no credit, 
for giving freedom to his country, unless it can be 
proved, that he was equally inclined to betray it? 
Will it be said, that although our feelings may be all 
on one side, or much stronger on one side, than on 
the other, yet that this does tiot determine what our 
volitions will be ? How then, from a man's conduct, 
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can any opinion be formed of his feelings? How 
does it appear, that Judas had not as sincere an at*^ 
tachment to his master, as Peter or John? Why 
may we not ascribe his treachery to a power of will- 
ing and acting contrary to his disposition ? 

Will it be said, that the liberty to either side, lies 
Id the affections themsehes 1 Is it true, that a man's 
affections depend on nothing preceding, for being 
as they are ; that it is a matter of perfect accident, 
whether he loves or hates, rejoices or mourns ; and 
that, so far as his feelings are owing to any influence 
from within or without, he is not accountable for 
them ? Or will it be said, that he can control his 
affections by his resolutions or commanding purposes ; 
and that this is wh|t renders him accountable ? But 
are resolutions formed without any inducement; with* 
out any considerationwhich has an influence in deter- 
mining what they shall be ? 

Must we, then, come to the conclusion, that we 
are not accountable for our unperative volitions, or 
our purposes, or our aflfections, or the state of our 
hearts, unless they are entirely fortuitous ; entirely 
independent of every thing preceding. If con tingence 
is essential to accountability ; then, so far as any thing 

11 
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has an influence in determining the acts or states of 
our mindsi so far it goes to destroy their moral quality. 
A man is not considered accountable for external 
actions, unless they depend on bis will. Why should 
an opposite principle be applied to his volitions? 
Why should it be deemed essential to his responsi- 
bility, that they should be independent of every thing 
preceding, for being as they are ? Is it said, that (bey 
are dependent on the man himself; that he is ac- 
countable, because it is he that determines of what 
character his acts shall be? But does this imply, 
that he wills without any regard to the good or evil 
in the objects offered to his choice ? Have worldly 
gratifications no influence on the decision of one who 
resolves to devote himself to thf pursuit of them ? 
Have the character of God, the evil of sin, and the 
interests of eternity, no concern in determining the 
course of the Christian ? If it be true, that our acts 
of will are put forth, by perfect accident ; that for 
being as they are, rather than the contrary, they have 
no dependence on the state of the heart, or motives, 
or the reasons, causes, and conditions of volition, or 
on any thing whatever ; is this the only consideration 
which renders us accountable for them ? Is absolute 
conUngence the sole ground of responsibility ; of our 
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deserving praise or blame, reward or punishment ? It 
is sometimes said that a man is not accountable for 
acts which he does not himself originate. Every 
roan does originate all his volitions, in this sense, that 
they are At9 acts, and not the acts of another, that 
they begin with him, that ihey do not exist before 
he puts them forth. But does this imply, that noth- 
ing can have any influence to induce him to originati 
them? 
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COMMON S£NS£. 



Customary use. Philosophical use. 

Customary use of the phrase — Philosophical use — Intuitive 
truths — Application of common sense to philosophical spec- 
ulations — Remarks of President Edwards — Decisions of com^ 
mon sense respecting volition, the influence of motives, and 
accountable agency. 

Ak appeal to common sense, in behalf of a self- 
determining power of the will, is not unfrequently 
made. This phrase, in customary use, has a mean- 
ing sufficiently well settled. It signifies the practical 
judgment exercised by the mass of the community, 
especially by men of plain education, on subjects 
with which they are familiar, in the common business 
and intercourse of life. It is the sense of common 
men, about common things. But in philosophical 
speculations, the phrase is not entirely free from am* 
biguity. Some writers appear to use it, as nearly or 
exactly synonymous with intuition; the power of 
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the mind to decide immediately respecting self-evi- 
dent truths ; a faculty which is common to all man- 
kind, the learned and the unlearned. In public dis- 
cussions, propositions ought not to be ranked with 
intuitive truths, unless, like mathematical axioms, 
they are universally admitted. That which is self- 
evident to one man, may not always be so to another. 
But for the purposes of controversial argument, some 
common ground must be agreed upon. Nothing 
should be taken for granted on one side, which is 
not admitted by the other. To assume a point as 
self-evident, is to come to a conclusion previous to 
discussion. 

But it is presumed, that when an appeal is made 
to common sense, in behalf of self-determination, it 
is intended that the phrase should be understood ac- 
cording to its usual acceptation, as expressing the 
decision of the great body of plain, practical men. 
This is a tribunal very competent to judge, in cases 
with which it is familiar. But on points of intricate 
philosophical speculation, it is no easy matter to 
bring a statement before men not versed in metaphys- 
ical phraseology, in such a shape as to be effectually 
guarded against misapprehension. The conmion 
people know what 7i6er^y means, as thiey are accus- 
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Edwards on common sense. 

tomed to use the word. But they are not inlbrm^d 
of all the strange sigoifications which are given to the 
term; in metaphysical speculation. According to 
them, a man is in the enjoyment of liberty, when he 
does as he will. Now if you present a case for their 
decision, in which the term is intended to have a very 
different meaning, their verdict may be correct, ac- 
cording to their own understanding of its import; 
while it has, in truth, no application to the case actu- 
ally proposed. <' There is a grand illusion,'^ says 
Edwards, ^^ in the pretended demonstration of Ar- 
mioians from common sense. The main strength of 
all these demonstrations, lies in that prejudice that 
arises, through the insensible change of the use and 
meaning of such terms as liberty, able, unable, neces" 
sary, impossible, unavoidable, invincible, action, be. 
from their original and vulgar sense, to a metaphys^ 
ical sense entirely diverse."* 

Common sense decides, that a man is free, when 
he does as he will ; that is, when his actions are obe- 
dient to his volitions. But has common sense taken 
up this question for adjudication, whether we will as 
we will; whether every volition is preceded by ano- 
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tber, on which it depends ? Common sense consid- 
ers a man \iccountable for what he does willingly, 
when he is in possession of his reason. But does it 
find it necessary, before awarding praise or blame, to 
inquire whether the will always follows the last dic- 
tate of the understanding ; whether, immediately be- 
fore acting freely, it must be in a state of equilibrium ; 
whether every volition is preceded by an inBnite se- 
ries of volitions? Does a jury ever undertake to 
settle these points, before pronouncing on the inno- 
cence or guilt of the accused ? Would the court 
allow arguments of this nature to be addressed to 
them by the counsel ? Is it said, that the common 
people take these things for granted ^ as self-evident, 
and essential to freedom ? How can they take that 
for granted, which they do not even think o/, unless 
some speculating philosopher has made efforts, com- 
monly unavailing, to introduce into their minds some 
of his finely wrought theories ? " The common peo- 
ple," says Edwards, " don't ascend up, in their re- 
flections and abstractions, to the metaphysical sour- 
ces, relations, and dependences of things, in order to 
form their notion of faultiness or blame-worthiness. 
They don't wait till they have decided, by their re- 
finings, what first determines the will ; whether it 
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be determined by something extrinsic or intrinsic; 
whether volition determiiies volition, or whether the 
understanding determines the will ; whether there be 
any such thing as metaphy'sicians mean \y contin- 
gence, (if they have any meaning ;) whether there 
be a sort of a strange unaccountable sovereignty in 
the will, in the exercise of which, by its own sove- 
reign acts^ it brings to pass all its own sovereign acts. 
They don't take any part of their notion of fault or 
blame, from the resolution of any^uch questions. If 
this were the case, there are multitudes, yea^ the far 
greater part of mankind, nine hundred and ninety 
nine out of a thousand, that would live and die, with- 
out having any such notion as that of fault ever enter- 
ing into their heads."* 

Common sense teaches, that motives do not choose 
and act of themselves, without an ^ent ; that they 
do not lie, or swear, or steal. But is it a doctrine of 
common sense, that the agent acts without motives ; 
or that motives are merely objects, upon which voli- 
tion, put forth fortuitously, may fasten ; that they 
have no influence whatever upon his decision; that 
the sparkling bowl offers no allurement to the volup- 
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tuary ; that to the thief, a purse of guinea* presents 
DO temptatioD to steal ; that external objects have no 
effect in moving the passions ; or that the passions, 
when exc'ited, have no tendency to give a direction 
to the will ? Is it a dictate of common sense, that 
acts of the will are entirely accidental; that they are 
affected by nothing preceding, either appetites, or 
emotions, or perceptions, or suggestions of iroagina* 
tion ? Common sense decides, that it is the mind 
s^fe//" which determines; that is, which wills. But 
does this imply, that ij always determines, by a pre- 
ceding determination; that whenever it chooses, it 
choosei to choose as it does ; that its choice is not 
ipfluenced by any thing either agreeable or disagree- 
able, in the objects presented to its view, or in any of 
their relations ? 

According to ^mmon sense, a man is not account- 
able, for failing to do that which he has no power 
to do. But suppose that some philosophers think 
proper to include, under the terra power, not only 
bodily strength, and understanding, and opportunity, 
but mllingness also; not only natural^ but moral 
ability ; in short, every thing on which the doing, and 
the willing to do, depends ; does common senaa de- 
termine, that a man is not accountable, unless be has 
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all this pcmrer; or in other words, that he is not ac« 
countable, for failing to do any thing which he does 
not actually do ? According to common sense, a man 
is not to blame for an action, when he has no power 
to the contrary ; when the action would be the same, 
whatever his will concerning it might be. But does 
this imply, that he is not to blame for doing a thing, 
lifiless bis will is equally balanced between doing and 
not doing it ; or that he is not to blame for any act of 
his will, unless he is equally incUned to will the con- 
trary ; or that he is not to blape for the indulgence 
of any malignant passion, unless his disposition has an 
equal tendency to lead him to the exercise of the op- 
posite benevolent affection ? 

The judgment , of cOmmorr sense, respecting the^ef- 
ficacy of motives, is manifest in all the intercourse of 
life. Every instance in which one ipin endeavors to 
have an infli^nce over the voluntary conduct of an- 
other, is an example of the universal conviction, that 
motives have more or less power over the will. What 
are persuasions, but means of giving direction to the 
volitions of others ? They may not always be effect- 
ual, as they are liable to be overbalanced by opposing 
inSuei^e. But if they-have any adaptation to the 
purpose for which they are used, they have a ten^ 
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demy to determioe the acts of the will. With what 
▼iew does a statesman address a popular assembly, if 
not to bring them to a decision^ in conformitj with 
his w'tshes ? Why does the faithful minister of Christ, 
urge upon his hearers repentance and obedience, if 
be believes that their volitions are entirely contin- 
gent? What is civil government, but a system of 
measures designed to regulate the conduct of meoj 
by giving direction to their wills ? Of what avail are 
rewards and punishments, promises and tbreatenings, 
if human volitions are, determined wholly by chance ? 
For what purpose is temptation to be avoided, if it 
has no influence in giving a wrong direction to the 
will? We do not expect, indeed, that the same 
means will have the same effect upon all minds ; for 
the power of a motive depends on the relation which 
it bears to the feelings of him to whom it is presented. 
It is by adapting our arguments and persuasions to the 
character of the persons addressed, that we hope to 
render our eflbrts successful. The way in which we 
endeavor to control our own future volitions, is by 
placing ourselves in such circumstances^ and bringing 
into view such considerations, as will tend to incline 
our wills, in the direction which we wisM 
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MECHANICAL AND PHYSICAL AGENCY. 

Is the will 'd machine t 

Is the will a mere machine 1 — Does it resemble a machine?— 
Several significations of the term physical — Is the will sub- 
ject to physical laws ? — or to the laws of cause and effect ? — 
Motives are not the sole cause of volition — Is the certain con- 
nection between cause and effect to be considered as physical 
causation? — ^Whatis meant by moral certainty? — Certainty 
of knowledge-^F resident Edwards' opinion — Dr. Edwards oa 
moral certainty — Physical necessity. 

We sometimes hear it said, that if the will is di- 
rected by motives, if it is not a self-moving power, it 
is a mere machine. It is easy to use words without 
meaning. What is a machine ? It is commonly un- 
derstood to be an instrument composed entirely of 
matter, having certain movements, and set in opera- 
tion by a material force. Has the will or its acts any 
of these properties ? Is it a material substance ? Has 
it any bodily motions ? Is it impelled by a mechan- 
ical force ? Does a machine, like the mind in wil- 
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ling, act from choice ? Is it under the influence of 
rational motives ? Is it moved by persuasion, by ar- 
gument, by commands, by the hope of reward, or 
fear of punishment ? Nothing of all this. But if the 
mind, in its volitions, is not self-moved, it resembles a 
machine, in this respect, that its acts have a de- 
pendence upon something preceding. So does the 
mind resemble a machine in this, that both have a 
real existence. Is it, therefore, a mere machine ? 
Both have begun to exist. Does this prove the mind 
to be a machine ? Both have been created. Both 
are subject to change. Is the mind, therefore, 
nothing more nor less than a machine ? The human 
understanding is unavoidably aflfected, by the objects 
in the world around it. Is it, for this reason, a mere 
machine ? Is every thing which is like another in 
any respect, to be called by the same name ? Is man 
an elephant, because both have the faculties of hear- 
ing and seeing i Is the human mind a watch, or a 
clock, because its volitions succeed each other, like 
the beats of a time piece ? 

PHYSICAL AGENCY. 

Nearly allied to the objection which represents 
dependent volition as being mechanical, is another, 
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which cdDsiders such volition as being physical ^gen" 
cj, rather than moral. The multifarious meanings 
of the term physical, renders it difficult to determine 
what is intended by this objection. It is one of those 
pliable words, which may be made to mean one thing 
or another, any thing or nothing, as occasion may re- 
quire. Its proper signification is, according to na^ 
ture. Is it claimed, that nothing can be moral agen- 
cy, but that which is contrary to nature, or which 
has no connection with nature ? 

Physical is sometimes used in reference to the «tfi- 
9tance of the mind, in distinction from its acts. By 
the expression physical depravity y is often meant a 
corruption of the very essence of the soul, as distin- 
gmshed from its exercises. But does the dependence 
of volition upon the mind, render it a part of the sub- 
stance of the mind ? Does its being influenced by 
external objects, make it to be of the same nature 
with those objects? Can acts of the^ will be a sub- 
stance of any kind ? Or is this the meaning of the 
objector, that volitions must be physical and not 
moral, if they depend on the mind; or upon any 
other substance? Are thought and memory, hope 
and fear, love and hatred physical, because they de- 
pend on the mind, and the objects which are brought 
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before it ? If the mind b the cause of its own acts, 
do they not proceed from a substance ? Is it to be 
taken for granted, that nothing which depends on wj 
thing elsci can be of a moral nature ? 

Is the purport of the objection this, that acts of the 
Will are not subject to the laws of nature } This is 
very true, if by physical laws be meant those ordi- 
nances of heaven by which the motions and positions 
of material objects are regulated, such as the attrac- 
tion of gravitation, chemical affinity, electrical repul- 
sion, mechanical equilibrium, the quantity and direc- 
tion of impelling forces. Though matter may have 
an infiuence on the mind, it is not, so far as we know, 
in the way in which one body acts on another. The 
gold of the miser does not determine the acts of his 
will, by the same kind of force, as that by which it 
turns the beam of the jeweller's balance. The love 
of glory which inspires the warrior, does not move 
him on to battle, with an impulse of the same nature, 
as that with which the cannon shot strikes its object. 
The passion and rage which burst forth in deeds of 
violence, do not operate in precisely the same man- 
ner, as the explosive force of gunpowder. But from 
the fact, that matter has its laws, are we justified in 
drawing the conclusion, that the will can be subject 
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to no laws whatever; or if it have laws of its owd, 
that there can be no point of Hstmblance between 
these and the laws of matter ? A law is commonly 
understood to be a rule, by which something is regu- 
lated. But, to avoid admitting any resemblance be- 
tween the laws of matter and those of the will, must 
we affirm, that the latter are rules by which nothing 
is regulated ; that they are only the ordinances of ab- 
solute and blind conf ingence ? To what extent, are 
we to carry this denial of any resemblance between 
the properties and relations of matter, and the pre- 
rogatives of the will. Matter exists ; is the will, 
therefore, a nonentity ? Matter has begun to exist ; 
are we, therefore, to conclude, that the human will, 
if it exist at ail, has existed from eternity? Tho 
properties of matter have been given it by the Crea- 
tor; are the attributes of the will, therefore, sell!^ 
existent ? Matter continues from one day to another; 
b it denied, that this is the ease with the will ? The 
motions of a body are successive ; does it follow, that 
there is no succession in our volitions ; that they all 
take place at the same instant ? 

Perhaps it may be thought, that the objectioD whioli 
we are considering, is principally directed against the 
law of eausttiion. Because material pbenomeoa have 
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their causes, does it follow, that volition has no cause ? 
If so, how can the mind be the cause of its own acts 
of will ? The evidence that human volitions depend 
on something preceding, is not obtained, hy reasoning 
analogically from the axiom, that every change in the 
natural world must have a cause. But does the fact, 
that changes in the world of matter must have a cause, 
prove that acts of the will can not have a cause ? It 
must not, you say, be a cause of the same kind. 
There must be no physical causation, in the case of 
volition. Who supposes that there is? Who be- 
lieves that any influence acts upon the will, in the 
same way in which the wind moves a ship, or a stream 
of water turns the wheel of a mill ? But is there any 
relation of cause and effect, between external motives 
and volitions ? Not in the sense of being the sole 
cause. Acts of choice are not produced by motives, 
without a mind, any more than by the mind, without 
motives. A motive does not examine, compare, and 
choose. But do volitions come forth fortuitously, 
without being affected by any influence whatever ? 
Do they depend on nothing preceding, for being as 
they are, rather than otherwise ? Does it make no 
difference what motives are before the raindy when it 
IS about to will? The result of the same external 
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influence, operating upon different minds, may un« 
doubtedly be very different. But does this prove, 
that the difference in the volitions, is not owing to a 
difference in any of the antecedents ? While every 
material phenomenon has its cause, is chance the su- 
preme law of the moral world ? Is every thing 
physical, which is not, in the absolute sense, contin- 
gent? 

Is it the certain connection between cause and ef- 
fect, which is considered as inadmissible iu the case 
of volition ? Is it this that is called physical causa- 
tion ? And is it true, that certainty belongs only to 
the relations of the material world ? Or if it extend 
to mental phenomena, is it con6ned to the under- 
standing, without having any application to the will ? , 
Is uncertainty the universal law of accountable agen* 
cy ? Is there no certainty that fallen men will con- 
tinue in sin, till they are renewed by the spirit of 
God? Is there no ground of assurance, .that in the 
days of the millennium, the hearts of the bbildren of 
men will be turned to the Lord ? Will there not be 
causes in operation, of sufficient efficacy to secure 
this result ? Is there no certainty, that the saints in 
heaven will continue steadfast in holiness ? Is there 
nothing more than a strong probability ? Even this 
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would imply the general prevalence of motives favor- 
able to obedience, over influence of a contrary ten- 
dency. For probability, as well as certainty, has its 
laws, though absolute contingence has none. It may 
be said, perhaps, that there is a moral certainty in 
the case, but not a physical certainty. This is grant- 
ing all that is asked, if by moral certainty be meant 
real certainty ; a sure connection between moral acts 
and the antecedents on which they depend. But 
even so definite and simple a term as certainty, when 
subjected to metaphysical treatment, is not without 
ambiguity ; especially when connected with the term 
moral. What is frequently meant by the expression 
moral certainty, is no certainty at all ; but merely a 
strong probability. It is often used to distinguish 
that which is, in some degree, doubtful, from that 
which is unquestionably true. 

There is another point of view, in which the term 
certainty is .ambiguous. There is certainty of kfww- 
Udgej and also a certainty in the nature and relatbns of 
things^ which is the foundation of certain knowledge. 
That a sphere is two thirds of its circumscribing cyl* 
inder, was a certain truth, long before it was discov- 
ered by Archimedes. Certain knowledge of any 
truth implies, that it is a certain truth. It is certainly 
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koown, because it is certainly true. Some metapby- 
sicians .maintain, that Tolitions which are neither cer* 
tain in themselves, nor certainly dependent on any 
thing preceding, but wholly contingent, may, never- 
theless, be certainly foreknown. President Edwards 
was of a different opinion. ^' Metaphysical or philo- 
sophical necessity,'' he observes, ^* is nothing differ* 
ent from their certainty^'' But to prevent misappre- 
hension, be adds, " I speak not now of the certainty 
o{knowleclg€, but the certainty that is in things them- 
selves, which is the foundation of the certainty of 
the knowledge of them." "There must be a cer- 
tainty in things themselves, before they are certainly 
known." "For certainty of knowledge is nothing 
else but knowing or discerning the certainty there is 
in the things themselves which are known."* He is 
so far from admitting, that that which is uncertain in 
itself, can be certainly foreknown, even by the Divine 
Mind, that he has entered into an extended argument 
to prove, that no future event can be certainly fore- 
known, whose existence is contingent."! 



* Freedom of Will, Part i. Sec. 3. and Part ii. Sec. 18. 
t Freedom of Will, Part ii. Sec. 13. 
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The younger Edwards alsoi though he frequently 
asserts, that by moral necessity, be means nothing 
different from the certainty of moral actions; yet 
shews abundantly, that by certainty, as used in this 
explanation, he intends not merely certainty of know- 
ledge, but a certainty in things themselves, and in 
their relations. ''AH moral actions," he obserTes, 
'' are foreknown by God, in consequence of an ante- 
cedent moral necessity." '' As God sees all * things 
as they are, therefore when he sees them to be cer- 
tainly future, they are certainly future ; and this cer- 
tain futurity, which is the object of the divine know- 
ledge, existed, in the order of nature, antecedently 
to the divine knowledge."^ The certainty which he 
calls moral certainty is, according to him, ''the real 
and certain connection between some moral action 
and its cause ;" not the certain foreknowledge of an 
action which is, in the absolute sense, contingent. 
It is objective^ and not merely subjective certainty. 
"JVo doubt knowledge in the Deity, is the same 
thing with subjective certainty, or certain knowledge ; 
but it is not the same with objective certainty, or the 
truth which is the object of the divine knowledge.f 



• Essays on Liberty and Necessity, p. 145, 149. t Page 151. 
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The term physical, even when taken by itself, is 
a word of very vague signification. But when it is 
combined with pother ambiguous term, it forms a 
compound the meaning of which is still more multi- 
farious. The expression physical necessity, for in- 
stance, composed of two words each of which has 
half a dozen different meanings, is sufficient^y indefi- 
nite to answer the purposes of the most evasive met- 
aphysician. Or if he ever has occasion for phraseol- 
ogy still more ambiguous, he has only to call to his 
aid a few more similar expressions, such as necessary 
cause, physical efficiency, fatal necessity, originating 
volition, efficient cause, irresistible influence, &c. 
taking care npt to annex to them any definite signifi- 
cation. The whole subject of the freedom of the 
will, may easily be thrown into utter confusion, by a 
liberal use of a few ambiguous words and phrases* 
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InflaeDce of the divine government. 

^ 1 - i^Mii ■!■■ Ill t 1^ Ml iii^^^MT I ' 1 — r 

Has the government of Grod any injlnence upon the human will t 
—Has his providence any concern in giving direction to voli* 
tion ?— Inflaence of commands and threatenings, rewards and 
punishments — Does God merely accommodate his administra- 
tion to what he foresees will be the conduct of his creatures ? 
— Have the word and Spirit of God any efficacious influence 
upon the will? — Is God the author of sin 2 — Why has he not 
prevented all sin 1 — Could he not do this, without destroying 
moral agency ? — Is sin the necessary means of the greatest 
good i — Can God promote the highest good of the universe 
witfumt means 7 — Are there any limits to the power of God ? 
— ^Is it certain that the highest supposable good of the universe 
is actually attainable ? — Happiness of God— Three different 
theories to account for the origin of evil. 

Thk deep interest which belongs to the subject of 
contingent self-determination, lies m its relation to the 
moral government of God. This, in the more, enlar- 
ged acceptation of the term, is commonly understood 
to mean that system of dispensations, by which he 

13 
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not only distributes rewards aod panishments to the 
righteous and the wicked ; but exerts an eficadous 
influence in favor of holiness, and in opposition to 
iniquity. It implies that, in some way or other, he 
has the power of giving a direction to the volitions of 
his creatures ; of securing some in a course of uniform 
obedience, and recovering others from the dominion 
of sin. The great question before us is, whether 
he has, in fact, any such determining influence ; or 
whether he merely arranges his system of providen- 
tial and retributive dispensations, in such a manner, 
as to adapt them to what he foresees may happen to 
be the results of man's voluntary agency. The very 
definition of absolute contingence implies that it is 
inconsistent with any control or direction, from any 
cause whatever. If the nature of moral agency re- 
quires, that whenever two objects of choice are be- 
fore the mind, the tendency in the will to choose the 
one, should be exactly balanced by its tendency to 
choose the other ; and if any influence which inter- 
poses to disturb this equilibrium, interferes with the 
freedom of the will ; then how is it possible, that even 
divine power should give a direction to the acts of 
choice, without interfering with the accountability of 
the agent ? The impossibility in the case, according 
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to the suppositioDy is not owing to any 4imitat%on of 
power, but to an incompatibility in tbe nature of 
things. It is immaterial what is the kind or degree 
of the determining influence, if all such influence is 
inconsistent with voluntary agency. 

If contingency is an essential attribute of volition, 
then God can pot create moral agents with such a 
nature, such capacities, and such propensities, as will 
secure their continuance in holiness. To say that a 
man's volitions are contingent, in the absolute. sense, 
and yet that they are invariably holy, is a manifest 
contradiction. There is no uniformity in the results 
of contingence. If a man's volitions are rendered 
bdy, by the very nature which bis Creator has given 
him, they are not left to the determination of chance. 
Nor can acts of the will, if they are contingent, be 
controlled by the providence of God. He may bring 
objects of choice before tbe mind, and thus give it an 
opportunity to make an election. But so far as these 
objects have any determining influence on the will, 
they must afiect its decision, in a way inconsistent 
with contingence. 

The same observation may be applied to what is 
more appropriately called the moral government of 
God; bis commands and prohibitions, bis promises 



144 MOMAL eOTCRHVSElIT OF 601^* 

Rewards and punishments. 

and tbreatemDgs, bis rewards and punifAments. To 
what purpose are all the precepts aod sancUoiis of 
bis lawy tbe pressing inTitations of bis gospel, tbe rep- 
resentations of beavenly glerj, and tbe terrors of the 
world of perdition ; if tbey have no power to influ- 
ence the decisions of the will, without destroying mo- 
ral agency ; if their efficacy is inconsistent with that 
contingence which is supposed to be essential to the 
freedom of the will ? 

How can tbe doctrine, that Tolition is independent 
of all directing power of motives, be reconciled with 
what is commonly understood to be the benevolent 
design of tbe divine administration, tbe increase and 
continuance of holiness and consequent happiness? 
Has tbe law of God, with its penalty, its promises, 
and its tbreatenings, no tendency to promote obedi- 
ence, and deter from transgression ? From tbe ex- 
bibitions of mercy in tbe gospel, from the sufferings 
and death of the Savior, from his compassionate calls 
to those who are ready to perish, from tbe offers of 
a free and everlasting salvation, does there come no 
influence which can reach the heart, to bring forth 
boly affections, and purposes and works ? If both the 
law and the gospel are really efficacious, in restrain- 
ing iniquity and promoting holiness, is this at the ex- 
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penseof the free agency of man ? What purpose is 
- to be answered, foy the manifestations of majesty, and 
justice, and grace, in the retributions of the judgment 
day; if they, are to have no effect to bind the heay- 
enly hosts in firmer bonds of love and gratitude, and 
allegiance to their Maker ? Of what avail are all the 
terrors of the eternal prison, if they have no tendency 
to deter others from disobedience and revolt. Would 
a God of infinite compassion inflict punishment on his 
creatures, even when it is deserved, if it could have 
no effect in maintaining the authority of his law, and 
securing the holiness and happiness of his kingdom ? 
If acts of the will are altogether contingent, can he 
have any moral governroentj any course of dispensa- 
tions which will have a determining influence over the 
volitions of his creatures ? 

It may be thought, perhaps, that although the na- 
ture of our minds, constitutional propensities, acquired 
habits, circumstances, and motives, are not the causes 
of volition, and do not determine of what character 
they shall be ; yet the omniscient Ruler of the uni- 
verse, having a perfect comprehension of all the pos- 
sible antecedents of volition, can select and introduce^ 
into his providential arrangements, those which he 
fareeees will be f(41owed by certain acts of the wiiK 

13» 
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To tUs H may be answered, that if these Tolitions 
are not dependent on the supposed antecedents, then 
no change in the antecedents would make any differ- 
ence in the ToKtbns ; and therefcwe no influence 
would be exercised over the yolitions, by any regu- 
lation of the antecedems. But if the volitions art 
dependent, they are not, in the absolute sense, con- 
tingent. Their character is determined by something 
preceding. 

If man is no longer a free agent, when the acts of 
his will are subject to any determining influe/ice; 
then the S^rit of God can not transform the heart, 
and turn it to the exercise of holiness. Whether he 
operates on the mind directly, or through the instru- 
mentality of motives ; in either case, if a change of 
the will is effected, by his agency, there is no room 
left for the determining power of contingence. But 
if this has absolute control, neither the providence of 
God, nor his govermnent and laws ; neither the mer- 
cy of the gospel, nor the terrors of his throne of judg- 
ment ; neither his word nor bis Spirit ; nor all these 
together, can have efficacy sufficient to secure the 
decisions of the will. No accumulation of power 
comes any nearer towards gaining the point. The 
greater the controlling influence, the greater the in- 
terference with the determinations of contingence^ 
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But if the volhioDS of accouDftable agents mre de- 
pendent, for tbetr oaturei on any thing preceding ; if 
contingence does not cofne in, to break the chain of 
lonnection ; then the Creator niky have a determin- 
ing influence over the volitions themselves, by the 
power which he possesses over the causes, condi* 
tions, occasions, and other antecedents on which 
choice depends* If the natural constitution of the 
agent has any concern in deciding the character of 
his volitions, this constitution is moulded by the hand 
of Qod. If external motives have any sway over the 
will, these are presented under a superintending prov- 
idence. If internal perceptions and emotions have 
any influence on volition, these are dependent on 
other antecedents which are under the regulation of 
divine power. By either leaving his creatures to 
themselves, to yield to their own propensities, and 
the various influences with which, in the natural 
course of events, they are surrounded ; or by the 
special interposition of his providence, whenever he 
sees fit, and by the agency of his Spirit ; he can ex- 
ercise a controlling power over the acts of the will. 
This he can do, if such a^ superintendence is not in- 
consistent with the nature of moral agency. The 
inquiry, then, concerning contingent self-determina<» 



148 MORAL OOVBBKMBNT •F GOD. 

Is Qod the avthor of sin? 

• — ^ 

lioD| involves no leas a question than this ; Whether 
Ood can exerdee any determining inftuenee over the 
moral actums of hi$ creaturee. Are we prepared to 
decide this ^momentous question in the negative i 
While the worlds and systems of worlds in the mate- 
rial uoiverM, are under the perfect control of their 
Maker, b the moral world unavoidably left to the do- 
minion of chance ? 

It may be thought, perhaps, that although God 
can not control the free acts of his creatures, yet he 
may administer a moral government, by rendering to 
them righteous retribution ; by rewarding or punish* 
ing them, according to their deserts. But if motives 
have no tendency to affect the decisions of the will, 
all this array of precepts and penalties, of prombes 
and threatenings, of representations of heavenly glo- 
ry, and the hopeless doom of the 6nally impenitent, 
is devoid of all efficacy, for the promotion of holiness, 
and the prevention of iniquity. It has no influence 
which can reach the empire of contingence. 

AUTHOB OF SIN. 

To the supposition, that human volitions are de- 
pendent on something preceding, for being as they 
are, it may be objected, that this makes Ood the ate* 
^Aor of tin. 
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What is it toi)e the author of sin ? Aeeording to 
the proper use of language, it is to commit sin. To 
be the author of sinful actions, is to do that Which is 
sinful. To be the author of sinfiil volitions, is to put 
forth such volitions. The author of sin is the agent 
who wills and does the evil. To avoid bringing upon 
God the imputation of being the author of sin, is it 
necessary to consider all sinful volitions as contin- 
gent ; having no dependence on any thing preceding, 
for being what they are ? If it be said, that they are 
dependent upon nothing but the nature of the agent; 
will it also be said, that this nature has been derived 
from nothing preceding, that it has come into exist- 
ence by accident. If sin must not be dependent on 
any thing which is dependent on God, then he can do 
nothing in his providence, which may be even the 
occasion of sin. For occasions are among the ante- 
cedents on which volition depends. Is it making 
God the author of sin, to ascribe to him the creation 
of the agent who sins ? Will any one charge upon 
God the sin which his creatures commit ? He is the 
author of their being. He may be the author of the 
circumstances in which they are placed. But does 
this make him the author of their sib ? If it does, 
how is the difficulty removed, by considering voli* 
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tions as altogether contingent ; by representing it to 
be the very nature of a moral agent, to be liable to 
sin by accident? Who gave to man this nature, from 
which contingent volitions proceed ? Did not the 
author of our being foreste that, with such a nature 
as he gave us, and in such a world as that in which 
he placed us, we should not only be liable to sin, but 
should actually sin ? If the millions of millions of 
volitions which are put forth every moment, are all 
perfectly contingent ; that is, if there is an even 
chance, with respect to each one, whether it will be 
sinful or holy, it is certain that swnt of them will be 
sinful. Is the author of our moral nature to be con- 
sidered the author of these ? Is our Creator the au- 
thor of all the acts of his creatures ? Is he to be 
considered the author of sin, if he gives being to that 
which cau$ts sin ? Nothing is more^ directly the 
cause of sin, than the sinner himself. Yet he is a 
creature of Grod. Is God to be considered the au- 
thor of sin, if he has either created mcA agents as 
would be liable to sin, or brought before his creatures 
9uch Qbjeds as might influence them to sin ? Is he 
the author of sin, if he creates a being who will cer^ 
tainly sin 7 In our fallen world, it is certain that 
every rational creature of God will siQ, 
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PREVENTION OF SIN. 

If the volitions of moral agentsr are under the con- 
trol of the Creator, the inquiry may be made, why 
has he not wholly prevented the existopce of sin ? 
Perfect goodness must be displeased with all iniquity. 
If human volitions are always dependent on some an- 
tecedent or antecedents ; if these are connected with 
something preceding ; if the links in the chain of de- 
pendence are uninterrupted, till they terminate in the 
self-existent cause of all things ; does not he hold the 
whole succession of intermediate causes, of circum- 
stances, and agents, and conditions, and occasions, 
and motives, and volitions, entifely at his disposal ? 
Why then does he suffer that which he abhors to 
take place ? Does not the existence of sin imply a 
Umitf either to his powers or to his goodness ? 

This difficulty does not press exclusively upon the 
opinion, that volitions are dependent upon something 
preceding, for being what they are-. Let it be sup- 
posed, that they are contingent. It is generally ad- 
mitted, by those who believe that this is the case, 
that they are foreseen by God. Why then does he 
give existence to beings who he knows will sin ; and 
that many of them will so sin, that it would have 
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** been good for them, if they hmd never been bom?" 
Will it be saidy tfamt he could not aypid bringing them 
into being, cotuUtenibf with the best good of the ttni- 
vtrte 1 And how do we know, even supposing that 
the volitionji of his creatures are under his control, 
that he could interpose to prevent all sin, in a way 
consistent with the best good of the universe ? Do 
you say, that if he could not, it must be because he 
could not prevent all sin toithout destroying moral 
agency 1 Is the destroying of moral agency the only 
evil which could possibly result from deranging the 
plans of inBnite wisdom and benevolence ? If it be 
admitted, that all sin can not be prevented, in the best 
moral system ; does it follow, that it could not be 
prevented in any moral system ? 

Will it be said, that if we do not adopt the opinion, 
that sin is suffered to take place to avoid destroying 
moral agency, we must be driven to the position, that 
sin, itself is the necessary means of the greatest goodi 
Can no intermediate supposition be madef Do these 
two theories stand in such relation to each other, that 
either one or the other must certainly be true ? God 
has arranged a vast and complicated system of means, 
for advancing the interests of his kingdom. May it 
not be true, that the measures necessary to prevent 
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all sin, would involve such a change in this system of 
means, as would impair the hufpinesi of the uni- 
verse ? This supposition does not necessarily imply, 
that «jn itself \s one of the means of the greatest good. 
It only implies, that greater good will folbw from the 
permission* of sin, than could result from such a 
change of measures in the moral syiSiem, as would 
be necessary in order to prevent all sin. The means 
which God employs, for enlarging the happiness of 
his kingdom, may be so perverted by his creatures, 
as to become the occasion of sin. The exalted na** 
tures of the angels, and their capacity for high en* 
joyment, may have been, to some of them, a tempta* 
tion to rebellion. The bounties of providence, which 
in rich abundance are spread before us for our good, 
are our principal temptations to sinful indulgence. 
The plan which infinite benevolence has devised, for 
the salvation of our race is, by multitudes, perverted 
tojicentiousness^ The long continued forbearance 
of God towards sinful men, to give them an opportu- 
nity of securing eternal life, is often so abused, as 



* Permission of sin may sig^nify either not forbidding or no< 
preventing sio.. It is scarcely necessary to state, that the ex- 
pression is to be anderstood in the latter sense only, in this dis- 
cussion. 

14 
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greatly to aggravate their guilt. The measures of the 
divine providence and government are not off em- 
ployed in preventing evil. Some must be directed 
to the attainment of positive gotfd ; and these may 
indirectly be the occasion of sin. 

The doctrine, that God can control, at pleasure, 
the volitions of his creatures, does not necessarily im- 
ply, that he can do this withoui means. Do you say, 
that omnipotence can accomplish every thing, by any 
means, or even with no means ? Then surely sin is 
not the necessary means of the greatest good ; he can 
eflfect his beneficent purposes without its aid. Is it 
urged, that to consider means necessary in the gov- 
ernment of God, is limiting his power 1 And- is it 
not limiting his power, to affirm that he can not pro- 
mote the highest good, except by means of sin ? If 
he can accomplish all his purposes as well without 
means as with them, why does he ever make use of 
means ? 

Do we always understand ourselves, when we speak 
of limitations to the power of God ? May it not 
sometimes be the case, that what we call a limit of 
power, is really an inconsistency in the nature and 
relations of things ? It is not owing to defect of pow- 
er, that the diameter of a circle can not be made 
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equalto-its ciroumference ; that a straight line can 
not be made tp coiocide in all its parts, with a curve ; 
or that a world can not be made perfectly happy, 
while perfectly sinful. In the nature and relations 
of things supposed to exist, there may be incon*- 
sistencies not observed by us. An uneducated man 
does not see the absurdity of afBrming, that the three 
angles of a plane triangle may be greater than two 
right angles. ^^ With God, all things are possible." 
But the suggestions 'of metaphysical philosophy are 
not always things. Frequently, they are neither re- 
alities^nor possibilities. A God of infinite power and 
benevolence will undoubtedly secure the highest a/- 
tainable good of the created universe. But every 
created thing is finite. Does it imply any deficiency 
either of power or of goodness in God, that he does 
not confer infinite happiness on his creation ? We 
may suppose all the holy and happy beings in the 
universe to be as holy and happy as they now are, or 
as they ever will be ; and in addition to this, that all 
who are now sinful and miserable, should be entirely 
holy and happy. Would not this, to our fallible ap- 
prehensions, be a more perfect universe than the 
present ? Or if we assume, with the Universalist, 
that all wilt be holy and happy hereafter ; we may 
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suppoiey that they might have been a» holy and bap* 
P7i fi^"^ ^^ ieginning. We may suppose, that all 
these might hare commenced their existeocey ages of 
ages before they did. We may still go oo with our 
suppositions, till we imagine an infinite number of 
created beings, all infinitely great, and infinitely hap- 
py, and existing from eternity* Is there no impossi- 
bility or absurdity in this ? Yet any thing short of 
this, implies a limitation somewhere ; not a limitation 
of the power of God^ but of the powers and capaci- 
ties of things. There is no avoiding this conclusion, 
but by denying that there ever has been, or ever will 
be, either sin or misery, in thb or any other world. 
By admitting such a limitation, are we guilty of as- 
cribing a defect to the power or goodness of God ? 
May it not be inconsistent with the nature of things, 
that all sin should be prevented, in a universe filled 
with intelligent beings, possessing such natures, capa- 
cities, and propensities, placed in such circumstances, 
and with such motives before them, as are best calcu- 
lated for attaining the highest good ? 

For aught that we can tell, it may be necessary, 
in carrying into execution the purposes of infinite 
benevolence, not only that means should be us^d, 
but that there should be a choice of means ; a selec- 
tion of those which are better adapted than others to 
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the great end proposed. And this system of means 
may be incotisistent with sach a course of measures 
as would prevent the existence of all sin. This sup- 
position does not imply, that sin itself is one of the 
necessary means by which the greatest good is attain- 
ed; but only that it could not be wholly prevented, 
except in such a way as would derange and impair 
the best possible system of means. According to this 
view, sin is neither good in itself, nor in its tendency. 
Though wholly evil, infinite wisdom suffers it to take 
place, rather than relinquish the course of measures 
which are necessary to tJie best good of the universe. 
These may have been adopted, not for the sake of 
the sin which follows, but notwithstanding the sin, 
for the sake of the good, which they are calculated 
to produce, and which greatly overbalances the evil 
of the sin and its consequences. 

Will it be said, that God must be rendered utihap^ 
pf/f if sin and misery result from the measures which 
are necessary to secure the highest good of the uni- 
verse? Why then must heiiot be unhappy, if it is 
out of his power to secure this highest good, except 
by means of the sin which he abhors ? On either 
supposition, the actaal amount of sin and misery is 
the same; and is equally displeasing to a being of 

14* 
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infinite holinen and beneToIeoce. is it said^ that iie 
would be mare bapp;, iflbe immeDse good of his king- 
dom could be attained, without involying the sin and 
suffering of any of his creatures ? Why then would 
he not be more happy, if th'is immense good could be 
attained in some other way than by means of sin ; so 
that all those who, upon the present system, are or 
will be perfectly holy and happy, would be equally 
so, without sin in others; and in addition to this, 
that those who are now lost would also be perfectly 
holy and happy ? Has not God abundant reason to 
rejoice in his works if the good in the creation im- 
measurably over«balances the evil ? 

The three suppositions which have been mentioned 
here, respecting the origin of evil, are these : 

1. That sin is the necessary means of the greatest 
good. 

2. That sin is the natural consequence of a moral 
system; of any system of voluntary agents. 

3. That sin is the certain consequence of the best 
moral system ; the system of divine adoMnistration 
which will result in the highest good of the universe. 

It does not come within the design of the present 
inquiry, to discuss the sufagedt of the permissimi of 
sin, except so far as it lias a bearing on the qiMstton 
of self-determination. 
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SECTION X. 

ACTIVITY AN.D DEPKHDENCE. 

Meaning of active and passive. 

Ambiguity of the terms active and passive — Can any thing be 
active and passive, at the same time ? — Mental activity — Can 
volition be passive ? — Can an agent be, in any sense, pas- 
sire? — Can any being act, if he is acted upon? 

To the suppositioD, that the will is dependent on 
any thing without itself, for the nature of its volitions, 
it is objected, that an accountable agent must be an 
active being ; that dependence implies, that he who 
is the subject of it is passive; and that these are ap^ 
posite qualities, each being inconsistent with the oth- 
er ; so that he who is active can not, at the same 
timOi be passive or dependent. These are terms of 
very convenient ambiguity, with which it is easy to 
construct a plausible but fallacious argument. The 
word passive is sometimes used to signify that which 
is inadite. With this meaning, it fliust, of course, 
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Oan a thing be both active and passive ? 



be the opposite of every thing which is active. To 
say that that which is in^his sense passive, is at the 
same time active, is to assert that that which is active 
is not active. But this is not the only signification of 
the term passive in common use. It is v^ry frequently 
employed to express the relation of an effect to its 
cause. In this sense, it is so far from being inconsist- 
ent with activity, that activity may be the very effect 
which is produced. A thing may be caused to be 
active. A cannon shot is said to be passive, with 
respect to the charge of powder which impels it. But 
is there no activity given to the ball ? Is not the 
whirlwind active, when it tears up the forest ? If it 
is, does this prove that it has no cause ; that it has 
not received its impulse from any thing without itself? 
But are not cause and effect, you ask, opposite in 
their nature ? They are opposite relations; but not 
always opposite things. The very same thing may 
foe both cause and effect. The mountain wave, 
which is the effect of the wind, may be the pause 
which buries the ship in the ocean. The stream of 
volcanic lava, which is the cause of ruin to fields, and 
herds, and villages, may be the effect of internal fires 
and vapors. The same thing is not both cause and 
effect, in the same respect. It is not the cause of its 
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Mental activity. Can volition be passive 1 

antecedents, ncnr the effiset of its consequents. It is 
not passive, in the same sense^ in the same relaiian^ 
in which it iis active. The axe is passive, with respect 
to the hand which moves it ; but active,^ with respect 
to the object which it strikes. The wicket cl ub is pas- 
sive in receiving motion from the hand of the player ; 
it is active in communicating motion to the ball. 

It may be objected, th^t these are all examples of 
inanimate objects ; and that they have no proper ap* 
plication to mental activity. Take then the case of 
deep and earnest thinking. Is there no activity in 
this ? And is it without a cause ? When reading 
the orations of Demosthenes, or the demonstrations of 
Newton, are our minds wholly inactive ; or if they 
think intensely, have our thoughts no dependence on 
the book before us? Is there no activity in the pas* 
sians ? Do they always burst forth without a cause i 
When a patriotic orator rouses bis countrymen to 
deeds of heroism, is there no cause of iheir impetu- 
ous ardor ? - 

But can volition be passive ? Must it not be alto- 
gether active? A volition is undoubtedly an mt. 
The mind must, therefore, be active in willing ; and 
if the term passive be used to signify simply that 
which is inactive, the will can not, in thii feme, be 
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Can volitioo be passive ? 



passive, in the same exercise io which it is active. 
But this truism does not touch the question, whether 
volition is dependent, for being as it is, on any thing 
preceding, and whether it is, therefore, in that teme, 
passive. The most active thing in the world may be 
passive, in the sense of being dependent for its ac- 
tivity on some antecedent. It may be caused to be 
active. This will be admitted, with respect to inani- 
mate matter, if not with respect to the understanding 
also. But it is claimed, that the agency of the vfiU 
implies independence ; that moral action is opposed 
not only to inaction, but to its being affected by any 
external influence. Now if a metaphysician chooses 
to annex to the terms active, action, and activity, 
when applied to the will, a meaning entirely differ- 
ent from their signification in all other cases ; he has 
a right to use language in his own way, if he will 
take the requisite precaution to make his anomalous 
vocabulary understood. But he has no right to avail 
himself of this license, to offer to the public deceptive 
arguments, which derive all their plausibility from 
an artful interchange of his own, with the common 
meaning. 

It is asserted, that to be an agent, is to act inde- 
pendently of external influence. If this is given as a 
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What is an agent 1 



definition of an agent, it remains still to be shown, 
that the human mind is in fact such an agent. The 
definition is of no use, unless it correspond with the 
real nature of the being to whom it is iapplied. Is it 
a self-evident truth, that man is such an agent, that 
neither his natural constitution, nor his acquired pro- 
pensities, neither his bodily appetites, nor external ob- 
jects, have any influence in determining the nature 
of his volitions ? Can this be proved by any analogy 
with the material world ? The vapor which gives 
motion to the steam engine, the fire which devours a 
dwelling, the wind which sweeps over the ocean, are 
all very active. Does it follow, that they can not 
be passive, in the sense of being dependent on some- 
thing preceding ? Does the fact, that all activity in 
material things must have a cause, prove that activity 
of will can not have a cause ? Do you say, that the 
man himself is the cause of his volitions ? Very true. 
But how does this agree with the assertion, that that 
activity which consists in willing has no relation to a 
cause ? Do you still insist, that the agent himself is 
active, and not passive ? Does this imply that he is 
uncaused; that he is self-originated ? If a created 
being can be an agent, he can be active in willing, 
though he is passive in relation to the cause of his be- 
ing. Do you admit, that he is passive, in relation to 
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the cause of hb exittenee ; but deny that he is pas- 
aive, in relation to any cause of his activity ? Is there 
then no cause of his activity ? Is it a mere matter of 
accident, that he wilb as he does ? Is absolute con- 
tingence an essential condition of all activity of the 
will ? 

It has been said, that a man can not be a free 
agent, if he is a mere passive recipient of influence 
from without. This is very true. If he is merely 
passive, he is no agent at all. If he is merely pas- 
sive, he is not active, and therefore does not act. 
But what absurdity is there in supposing, that he may 
be active and passive too ; active in willing, passive 
in being caused to will ? If a thing is caused to be 
active, does it follow, that it is not active ; that it is 
merely passive ? If a man is made willing to act in a 
certain way, does this prove, that he is not willing? 
Is it urged, that to suppose a man to be caused to act 
freely, is inconsistent with the definition of free agen- 
cy ? Would it not be more to the purpose, to en- 
deavor to render our definitions conjfbrmable to the 
reality of things ; rather than to take it for granted, 
that facts correspond with our arbitrary definitions ? 
Dr. Reid appears to suppose, that that which is acted 
upon can not act. Would he say, that the water 
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Acting, and being acted apon. '~ 

wheel can not act, when it is acted upon by the 
stream ? I am aware that his observations. were prob- 
ably meant to be applied^ not to the action of matter 
upon matter, but to the agency of the will. The 
laws and conditions of these, it is said, are not only 
different, but contrary. Matter can not act, if it is 
not acted upon ; but the will, it is- supposed, can not 
act, if it 15 acted upon. Why not ? Because this 
would be inconsistent with our definition of action, 
when speaking of the will. When a definition is 
framed, for the express purpose of excluding all de- 
pendence of agency of the will upon any thing pre- 
ceding ; it is easy to see, that such agency, if such 
there ever was or can be, in the human mind, is in- 
consistent with being acted upon. But it ought to be 
understood, that a definition is not argument. It is 
of itself no proof. Though it may be the basis of an^ 
argument, yet something more is necessary, to justify 
us in draw'mg a conclusion. In all cashes, except those 
in which our reasoning is merely hypothetical, it is 
essential to a good definition, that it correspond with 
fact. How, then, does it appear to be a fact^ that 
the will can not act, when it is acted upon ; that it 
can not choose, when it is caused to choosei^ when it 
is persuaded to choose ? 

15 
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SECTION X!. 



FATALISM AND PANTHEISM. 

Fatalism. 

Different forms of Fatalism — Many of the ancient Fatalists be- 
lieved the acts of the will not to be determined by the Fates — 
Is there no middle ground, between Fatalism and the doctrine 
of contingent volition ? — Pantheism of Spinoza. 

An argument in favor of independent self-deter- 
mination is drawn, by some, from the consideration 
that it enables us to keep at a safe distance from the 
doctrine of Fatalism. Cousin says, '^ Tbe theory of 
Locke concerning freedom tended to Fatalism."* 
This calling in the aid of an odious appellation, is a 
very convenient and summary mode of confuting an 
opponent. It has a special advantage, when the 
name which is substituted for argument, is so in- 
deBnite and mysterious, that the reader is in no dan- 

♦ Psychology, 377. 
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ger of discovering its meaoing. Fatalism is com- 
monly understood to be something beathenisb. But 
it has assumed Ittcb a divejrsity of formsy tbe Astro- 
logical, the Platonic, tbe Stoical, tbe Manicbean, and 
tbe Mobaramedan fatality, tbat it is sufficiently unin- 
telligible to answer the purpose of |in argument which 
is most efficadous when least understood. It would 
be a more simple, if not a more satisfactory mode of 
reasoning, to offer direct proof of tbe reality of con- 
tingent self-determination ; instead of taking tbe cir- 
cuitous method of first making a selection from eight 
or ten different kinds of Fatalism, explaining what 
this is, then proving it to be false, and afterwards sup- 
porting tbe doctrine of self-determinationi by shewing 
in what respects it differs from Fatalism. Whatever 
was meant by tbe Fatalism of the ancients, it did not 
imply, tbat all the changes in the world are under the 
guidance of a being of injiniie wisdom and in^nite 
goodness. This was so far from being tbe case, that 
the Gods ihefnsehes were represented, by the doc- 
trine, as being under the control of the Fates. Ac- 
cording to tbe astrological Fatalists, every thing was 
affected by influence derived fQ>m the motions, posi- 
tions,, and aspects of tbe heavenly- bodies. The Sto- 
ics and some other sects held to an eternal succession 
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oF causes and effects, analogous to the infinite series ^ 
of volitions which President Edwards ascribes to the ., 
advocates of a self-determining powec in the will. It 
is urged that Fatalists refer every change to a cause. 
Sodo the believers in self-determination ; not except- 
ing even acts of the will. For they hold, that the 
agent himself is the cause of his own volitions. They 
believe also in a succession of causes, dependent on 
God. They do not suppose that man ha& come into 
being by chance. They admit that be has derived 
his existence, and powers of willing, from the Crea<p 
tor. But they insist, that the succession of causes 
does not determine volitions to be in one directioui 
rather than the contrary. In this also, ihef agree 
with many of the ancient Fatalists, who held that the 
Fates determine other things, but not the free acts of 

the will. 

is there no way of escaping the odium of Fatalism, 
but by adopting the fortuitous contingence of Epicu<r 
rus ? Is it Fatalism to believe, that he who formed 
the soul of man, can so touch the springs of its ac* 
tion^ as 16 influence the will, without interfering with 
the freedom of its choice ? Is a chain of causes, sus- 
pended from the throne of nonentity, to be likened to 
the purposes and agency of the omniscient Creator ? 

15* 
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Is it fatalbm to believe, that motives may have a real 
loflueDce in determioipg volition, and that they may 
be presented by the providence of God ; that the 
state of the heart has also some concern in giving di- 
rection to our acts of choice, and that this native^or 
acquired state is not always the product of chance ? 
Is there no medium between acknowledging the 
sovereignty of the Fates over the will, and admitting 
no control, but the dominion of chance ? The object 
of our inquiry is to learn whether moral acts are de- 
termined by accident. If they are not, does it cer- 
tainly follow, that they must be subject to the Fates 
of the heathen ? • Is the authority over the heart so 
divided between fate and contingence, that ^bat is 
not ascribed to one, must of necessity belong to the 
other ? Is there no room left for any effectual influ- 
ence, from infinite wisdom and benevolence ? 

Pantheism. — ^The suggestion that a denial of con- 
tingent self-determination leads to Pantheism, is as 
indefinite in its application, as the charge of Fatal- 
ism. The doctrine of Pantheism, as held by Spinoza 
and his followers, is that the universe is Grod ; that 
the material world is the only self-existent substance. 
What has this to do with the dependence of volition 
on the state of the heart, and the influence of mo- 
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tives ? Is every action which is even remotely de* 
pendent on God to be considered as his act ? If in 
him " we live, and move, and have our being," does 
it follow, that our life is his life, our motion his mo-* 
tion, our existeqce his existence ? Is it Pantheism to 
believe, that he '^ worketh in us, both to will and to 
do?" Does such agency of his imply, that he only 
acts in the case ; that there is neither willing dor act- 
ing on our part ; that there is really but one agent in 
the universe } 

The charge of Fatalism and Pantheism is some- 
times met, in the same style of argumentation, and 
the account is balanced, by raising the cry of Pela- 
gian and Arminian heresy. But it is quite as im- 
portant, and in most cases, far more easy, to deter- 
mine whether a proposed doctrine is true or false^ 
than to settle the question, whether it is most nearly 
allied to Fatalism or Arminianism, to Pantheism or 
Pelagianism, 
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TESTIMONY OF SCRIPTURE. 



Philosophical theology. 

Difficalty of settling the question before us by philosophical dis- 
cussion — Appeal to scripture testimony — Upon what princi- 
ple, are the scriptures to be interpreted ? — How far sire 'we to 
make their meaning conform to our previous opinions?— 
Does scripture ever contradict reason 1 — Has God any agency 
in determining the acts of the will 1 — He causes his people to 
do his will — He inclines their hearts to obey him — His pur^ 
poses extend to the heart — He changes the helots of men — In 
consequence of his agency, they change their own hearts — 
The purpose of God in relation to sin — Men harden tbeir own 
hearts — Permission of sin — Practical importance of the sub- 
ject of our inquiry — Efficacy of the means of holiness — The 
doctrine of entire depravity — Influence of the Spirit of God- 
Conversion of the worldr-'Perpetual holiness of the saints and 
angels in heaven. 

Our inquiry having been conducted thus far, will 
it DOW be said, that after all, there is uncertainty and 
doubt banging over this subject ; that whichever side 
of the question we take, there are formidable difficul- 
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ties to be eocountered ; that although our conclu- 
sions may appear to be fairly drawn, yet, as we have 
arriyed at them, through a series of logical distinc- 
tions, and definitions, and explanations, and such a 
variety of metaphysical phraseology, there is reason 
to suspect there may be some latent fallacy in the ar- 
gument ; tha( we want surer ground on which to rest 
our opinions, upon a subject of such momentous in- 
terest. This is the very result to which I have been 
aiming to bring the discussion. My object has not 
beei^ to lay a philosophical foundation for religious 
belief; but to prepare the way for simple and confi- 
dent reliance on the testimony of scripture. I have 
not undertaken to prove, by such arguments as must, 
at once, carry conviction to every mind, that a con- 
trolling influence is exercised over the will, in a way 
which is consistent with accountable agency. It has 
been my aim to ascertain, whether the absurdity of 
the doctrine has been so demonstrated^ as to preclude 
all possibility of finding it asserted in the scriptures. 
If the subject is one which adnriits of doubt, let us 
look for a decision to the oracles of God. He who 
made the human soul, knows whether its volitions 
are contingent or not. 
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Appeal to scripture. 



But here is presented the question, in what man" 
fier are we to examine the scriptures, to learn their 
decision respecting a point in discussion ? By what 
rule are we to interpret the language of inspiration ? 
Are we to open the sacred volume, in the spirit of 
mere learners, prepared to receive implicitly what- 
ever we fincj to be distinctly impressed on its pages ? 
Or are we to call in the aid of our previous opinions 
on the subject in question, to enable us to make out a 
correct interpretation ? When professing to rg fer to 
the authority of scripture, to settle a controverted 
point, are we to take it for granted, that the meaning 
of the passages cbnsulted must coincide with the de- 
cision which we have already formed in our own- 
minds ? What kind of reliance on the testimony of 
revelation is that which pre-judges the very case on 
account of which the reference is made ? 

The scriptures, it must be admitted, are addressed 
to rational beings, to men capable of understanding 
moral truth. Without these faculties, they could not 
investigate the evidence by which the bible is shown 
to be a revelation from God. Nor would they have 
the power of interpreting correctly the language of 
the inspired penmen. But does the faculty of com- 
prehending the meaning of the scriptures, imply that 
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w^ are capable of discoTeringi hy reason without 
revelatioDi all the truths which these writings con- 
tain ? Does a capacity of understanding the lan- 
guage of a witness, in a court of justice, include a 
previous knowledge of all which that witness can 
testify 7 Can every one who comprehends the mean- 
ing of the declaration that the dead shall be raised 
from their graves, demonstrate, by arguments not 
drawn from revelation, that there will actually be a 
resurrection ? 

It is said, and truly said, that the instructions of the 
scriptures go upon the supposition, that we have, or 
at least are capable of having, some prtvious knovh 
ledge of religious and moral ^subjects. But does this 
imply, that all which is contained in the word of 
God, is known to us, before we open its pages ? Can 
he who created the soul of man, and gave him all his 
power of forming and interpreting language, find no 
way of making himself understood, when communi- 
cating truths not previously discovered ? Does the 
faculty of knowing something on the subject of re- 
ligion, without revelation, imply the power of know- 
ing every things without its aid. If we can learn 
something of the visible objects around us, by the 
faint light of the moon, does it follow that we can 
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Can scripture contradict reason ? 

make no additional discoveries by the bright beams of 
the sun ? 

It is urged, that the author of revelation is also the 
author of our natural powers of reasoning ; and there- 
fore, that the declarations of scripture can not contrkh- 
diet the legitimate conclusions of reason. Are' we to 
infer from this, that in the exercise of our rational 
faculties, we are never liable to be led into error ; 
that the decisions of human reason, unaided by reve- 
lation, are as infallible as the scriptures themselves ; 
that the searching light of inspiration can detect n6 
fallacy in our arguments ? .But if our powers of rea- 
soning may fail us, in our common investigations ; 
they may lead us, it is said, especially under the in- 
fluence of a depraved will, to erroneous interpreta-' 
tions of scripture, .This is undoubtedly true. But 
does it follow, that revelation throws no additional 
light upon our path, in our search after truth ; that 
we are quite as liable to be deceived, when in- 
genuously yielding our understandings to the instruc- 
tions of scripture, as when relying upon the guidance 
of natural reason alone? For what purpose, then, 
have these divine communications been made to us? 
Why may we not safely lay them aside, and throw 
ourselves back on the resources of our own powers of 

16 



17d TESTIMONY Ot SCRIPTU&E. 

Can scriptare contradict reason 1 

investigation ? Why not discontinue our efforts to 
send the bible to the heathen, who have the pure 
light of reason for their guide ; that reason which was 
given them by the author of the scriptures ? 

There can be nothing in the word of God opposed 
to intuitive or demonstrative certainty. But unless 
human reason is infallible, there may be many things 
found in the scriptures contrary to our previous opin- 
ions ; opinions formed by evidence tvhich is merely 
probable, and therefore subject to be corrected by the 
perfect decisions of revelation. " If we receive the 
witness of men, the witness of God is greater." But 
w6 daily give credit to human testimony, though di- 
xectly contradicting our previous opinions. Was it 
probable, to the view of natural reason, that the wa- 
ters of the Red sea, and of the river Jordan, would 
''stand upright as a heap," that the children of Israel 
might pass over on dry ground ; that Elijah would as- 
cend to heaven in a chariot of fire ; that 6ve thousand 
people could be fully fed upon a few barley loaves? 
Was it a probable conclusion of reason unaided by 
revelation, that he by whom ''all things were cre- 
ated, that are in heaven, and that are in earth," 
would be " made flesh, and dwell among us ;" that 
he would hhoTy and suffer, and die on the cross ? 
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Rule ofinterpretatioD. 

Here is the probable decisioD of natural reasoo, con- 
tradicted by the certain evidence of inspired truth. 
If the results obtained by our reason alone, can never 
be contrary to revelation, because God is the author 
of both ; upon the same principle, the opinions of one 
man can never be opposed to the opinions of another ; 
for the reasoning powers of all have been given by 
the same Almighty Parent. 

If it be admitted, that the scriptures contain not 
only truths which may be learned without revelation^ 
but some which are different from conclusions ob- 
tained by our unassisted reason ; the main inquiry re- 
turns upon us, in what way are we to come to a 
knowledge of the latter class ? If I open the book of 
God, with a determination to find nothing there op- 
posed to the opinions which I have previously form- 
ed, how am I to discover any truths not known be- 
fore, though written there, in the most distinct and 
intelligible characters ? How is it possible for me to 
receive instruction from the scriptures, to correct any 
errors which I may have adopted ? My rule of. in- 
terpretation would remove, at a stroke, all obstacles 
which might lie in the way of accommodating the 
meaning to my own creed. 
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It is said, that absurd condusiom are often drawn 
from the scriptorei by giring a lUeral coDStroction to 
passages which are really figurative. There is do 
question of this. But is thero no other way of deter- 
mining whether a passage is to be taken literally or 
figuratively, than to inquire which interpretation would 
present a doctrine in accordance with our previous 
opinions ? When it is once decided, that a portion 
of scripture has a figurative meaning, does this imply, 
that it has no meaning at aU; that is, that it may 
signify one thing or another, as occasion may require? 
Figurative language, though often ambiguous, nay, 
in many cases, have significations as distinct and cer- 
tain as literal expressions. When God says to Abra- 
ham, ^^ I am thy shield,'^ the meaning is as definite^ 
as if he had said, I am thy protector. 

I may have erred, in judging it necessary to devote 
so large a portion of the present inquiry to an exam- 
ination of the question, whether the doctrine of con- 
tingent self-determination is so demonstrably or intu- 
itively true, that no evidence on the other side is ad- 
missible, even if found on the sacred page. I will 
now proceed to consult the records of inspiration, 
with the belief, that it is possible they may throw 
some light on the subject ; provided we are willing 
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Divine influeqce over the will. 



to yield our understandings implicitly to the illumma- 
tion and guidance of the divine testimony. 

The point on which we are to examine the evi- 
dence furni^ed by the scriptures/ is simply this ; 
whether any thing except a man's own will, has any 
influence in deciding what his volitions shall be ; and 
especially whether God has any agency in determin- 
ing the character of human volitions. It is not ne- 
cessary, for our present purpose, to inquire in what 
manner he exercises a controlling influence over our 
hearts. If he can do this in any way, without inter- 
fertng with moral agency, he may have various n()eth- 
ods of reaching the heart, and giving a direction to 
the acts of the will. At one time, he may make use 
of the influence, the example, and the persuasions of 
our fellow men. At another, he may impress the . 
truths of his word upon the conscience and the heart. 
He may sometimes operate upon us, by the arrange- 
ments of his providence ; and sometimes by the spe- 
cial agency of his Spirit. If in any or all of these 
ways, be gives a direction to our volitions, they are 
not left to the determination of chance ; they are not| 
in the absolute sense, contingent. 

Absolute contingency is incompatible with the in- 
fluence of any cause. But God is said to catite bis 

16* 
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Gkxi causes obedience. Grod iDclines our hearts, 

people to do bis will. ** I will put my Spifit within 
you, and cause you to walk in my statutes.'^ ^^ The 
Lord God will cause righteousness and praise to spring 
forth, before all nations/'* Are these declara^ons 
consistent with the supposition, that righteousness and 
obedience are altogether self-determined ; that God 
does not, in the proper sense, cause them to spring 
forth among his people; that at farthest, he does 
nothing more than render them probabhf but not cer- 
tain ? 

He is said to incline their hearts to obey him. 
** The Lord our God be with us , that he may 
incline our hearts unto him, to walk in all bis ways«'^ 
'incline my heart unto thy testimonies, and not to 
covetousness/' says the Psalmist. ^* Incline not my 
beart to any evil tbing.'^f How can the heart be 
inclined in one direction, if the law of moral agency 
requires, that it be egually inclined to either side, to 
obedience and disobedience ? 

Crod is spoken of, as turning the hearts of men* 
*' The king's heart is in the band of the Lord ; as the 
rivers of water, he turneth it wbithersoerer he will.'' 



* Ezekiel xxzvi. 27. Isaiah Ixi. 11. 

1 1. Kings Tiii. 57. 8. Psalm cxix. 36 and exii. 4. 
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Are not other men's hearts as much in the hand of 
the Lord as those of kings ? The Psalmist prays, 
^'Tura us, O-God of our salvation, and cause thine 
anger towards us to cease.'' ''Turn us again, O 
God of, hosts, and cause thy face to shine, and we 
shall be saved." '' Turn thou me, and I shall be 
turned, for thou art the Lord my God."* How can 
the heart be turned by the Lord, if from the very 
nature of moral agency, it must be left to turn iiielf, 
independently of any controlling influence from ^any 
other being? 

It is true, that in many instances, God, in his dis- 
pleasure, leaves men to themselves; to the propensi- 
ties of their own hearts, under the influence of the 
objects {^resented to them, in the common course of 
bis providence. He gives '' them over to a reprobate 
mind." He withholds from them the sanctifying in- 
fluence of his Spirit. But this, so far from being a 
frivikge, belonging to them as moral agents, is a 
dire calamity, a judgment of heaven for their iniqui- 
ties. " My people would not hearken to my voice,'' 
says God, ^' so I gave tbem up unto their own hearts' 



♦ Proverbs xxi. 1. Fttalm Ixxx. 7. Uzxv. 4. Jeremiah 
xxxilS. 
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lust; aod ibey walked in their own counsels." — 
<' Epfaraim is joined to idob, let him alone."* 

The control which God exercises over the hearts 
of men, is declared in many other forms of expression. 
He is said to make them obedient or perverse. *^ O 
Lord, why bast thou made us to err from thy ways, 
and hardened our heart from thy fear ?" Says Paul 
to the Thessalonians ; '* The Lord make you to in- 
crease and abound in love." ^' Make me to go in 
the path of thy commandments," says the Psalmist. 
** The Lord direct your hearts into the love of God, 
and the patient waiting for Christ."t 

The power of God over the hearts of men, is ex- 
ercised according to the arrangements and purposes 
of his in6nite wisdom. '' Herod and Pontius Pilate, 
with the gentiles and the people of Israel, were gath- 
ered together, for to do whatsoever his band and his 
couneel determined before (Tt^od^as) to be done." 
** The king hearkened not unto the people, for the 
cause was from the Lord, that he might perform bis 
saying, which the Lord spake by Ahijah the Shilonite, 
and Jeroboam the son of Nebat." '^ For God hath 



* Psalm Ixxxi. 11, 13. Hosea iv. 17. 

t Isaiah Ixiii. 17. Psalm exix. 35. 11. Tfaessaloniaos iiL 5. 
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put in their hearts to fulfil, and to agree, and give 
their kingdom unto the beast." '' Him being delir* 
ered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge 
of €rod, ye have taken, and by wicked handd, have 
crucified and slain." Joseph says to his brethren ; 
" It was not you that sent me hither, but God."* 

The purpose of Grod to change the hearts of men, 
and turn them from sin to holiness, is declared in dis- 
tinct predictions. To the people of Israel, he prom- 
ises thus ; ^^ I will take you from among the heathen, 
and gather you out of all countries and will bring you 
into your own land. A new heart also mU I give 
yoUy and a new spirit will I put within you ; and I 
will take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and 
I will give you a heart of flesh. And I will put my 
S{Mrit within you, and cawe you to walk in my stat* 
utes. I will put my fear in their hearts, that they 
shall not depart from me. I will pour upon the house 
of David, and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem, the 
spirit of grace and of supplication. Thy people shall 
be willing, in the day of thy power. "f 



♦ Acts iv. 27, 28. I. Kings xii. 15. Revelations xvii. 17. 
Acts ii. 23. Genesis xlv. 8. « 

t Ezekiel xxxvi. 24, 26, 27. Jeremiah xxxii. 40. Zechariah 
xii. 10. Psalm ex. 3. 
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Whether the term hearty in these passages, is to 
be understood as referring to the substance and facul- 
ties of the soul, or a spiritual taste, or the coitimaDd- 
ing purpose of life, or virtuous affections ; on either 
supposition, the change must be such as to secure 
active obedience ; for the promise of God is, " 1 "will 
cause you to walk in my statutes,'^ " Elect, accord- 
ing to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through 
sanctification of the Spirit, unto obtdienceJ* It is 
such a change as is connected with salvation. ^^ God 
hath, from the beginning, chosen you to salvation, 
through sanctification of the Spirit, and belief of the 
truth."* 

The work of God, changing the heart from sin to 
righteousness, is represented as the exercise of cre- 
ative power. ** Create in me a clean heart," says 
David, " and renew a right spirit within me." "We 
are his workmanship, created unto good works."f 

The continuance of a religious life, as well as its 
commencement, is ascribed to the power of God over 
the heart. '^It is God that worketb in you, both to 
will and to do, of bis good pleasure. Who are kepi 



* I. Peter i. a. II. Thessalonians ii. 13. 
t Psalm li. 10. Epbesians ii. 10. 
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by the power of God, through faith, unto salvation." 
Now unto him that is able to keep you from fallings 
and to present you faultless before the presence of 
his glory, with exceeding joy, to the only wise God 
our Savior, be glory and majesty, donoinion and pow- 
er, both now and ever. Amen."* 

To avoid the resuU to which the passages now ad* 
duced appear so conclusively to lead, it may be said, 
that there is another class of texts, of a very different, 
if not opposite meaning. If in one. place, Ood is 
spoken pf, as inclining the hearts of men to keep his 
law ; in others, they are commanded to incline ihtir 
own hearts to the Lord. If the Psalmist prays, " In- 
cline my heart unto tliy testimonies ;" he declares, in 
the same psalm, ''i have inclined mine heart to per- 
form thy statutes alway." If God is spoken of, as 
turning the hearts of men ; they are repeatedly com- 
manded to turn themselvei from their evil ways. If 
he is said to give them a new heart, and to make 
them go in the path of his^ commandments ; they are 
required to make themselves a new heart and a new 
spirit. If he is said to be able to keep his saints from 
falling ; they are exhorted, by the same apostle, to 
keep themselves in the love of God. 



♦ Pbilippians ii. 13. I. Peter i. 5. Jade zxiv. 25. 
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Now, in what way, are we to determine the mean- 
ing of these two classes of texts 7 Are we to consider 
them as directly contradictory ? Are we at liberty to 
make our choice between them ; to adopt the one 
class as true, and to reject the other as false ; or so 
explain them away, as to leave to them no determin- 
ate signification ? If men incline their own hearts to 
obedience, must we conclude that God does not in- 
cline them? If they are required to make them- 
selves a new heart, does it follow that he does not 
give them a new heart ? If they turn from sin to 
righteousness, is it certain, that he does not cause 
them to turn ; that he does not make them to go in 
the path of his commands ; thit their obedience is 
independent of his agency and influence 7 

Are we not bound, on the contrary, to put such a 
construction upon the two classes of texts, that both 
may be admitted as tru^ 7 How is this to be done ? 
Evidently, by considering the agency of men, of which 
the passages speak, as being the consequence of the 
the agency of God. If he causes them to walk in his 
commands, they do actually thus walk. If he makes 
them obedient, they really obey. If he turns their 
hearts to himself, they themselves turn to the Lord. 
If he gives them a new heart and a right spirit, they 
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exercise the affections of a new and obedient heart. 
Not that the agency of God in renewing the heart, is 
identified with the agency of men ; but the one is the 
consequence of the other, is dependent on the other. 
His turning them 4s not their turning. Their obedi- 
ence is not his obediencie. His giving them repent- 
ance is not their repentance. But without his agency, 
they would not repent. His giving them a new heart, 
is not the same as their making themselves a new 
heart; but it is catuing them to make themselves a 
new heart. His working in them, to will and to do, is 
not their working ; but it is rendering them willing 
to work out their own salvation. 

The divine purposes are not confined to the com- 
mencement and continuance of holiness. They have 
a relation to the commission of iniquity. God is re- 
peatedly spoken of, in the scriptures, as hardening 
the hearts of men. Of the Canaanites who were ex- 
terminated by Joshua, it is said, " It was of the Lord 
to harden their hearts, that they should come against 
Israel in battle, that he might destroy them utter- 
ly." Of Sihon, king of Heshbon, it is said, "The 
Lord thy God hardened his spirit, and made his heart 
obstinate, that he might deliver him into thy hand." 
Isaiah cries unto God and says, " O Lord, why hast 

17 
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thou made us to err from thy ways, and hardened 
our heart from thy fear ?"* God repeatedly declared 
to Moses, that he would harden the heart of Pharaoh, 
and the hearts of the Egyptians. "And the Lord 
said unto Moses, when thou goest to return into 
Egypt, see that thou do all those wonders before 
Pharaoh, which I have put in thy hand. But I will 
harden his heart, that he will not let the people go."t 
It appears that he had a purpose to accomplish, io 
relation to the hardening of the king's heart. "And 
I will harden Pharaoh's heart, aind muhiply my sigps 
and my wonders, in the land of Egypt. But Pharaoh 
shall not hearken unto you, . that I may lay my hand 
upon Egypt, and bring forth my armies, and my peo- 
ple the children of Israel, out of the land of E^pt, 
by great judgments." " For Pharaoh will say oi the 
children of Israel, they are entangled in the land ; 
the wilderness hath shut them in. And I will harden 
Pharaoh's heart, that he shall follow after them, and 
I will be honored upon Pharaoh, and upon all his 
host ; that the Egyptians may know that I am the 
Lord." " And the children of Israel shall goon dry 



♦ Joshua xi. 90. Deuteronomy ii. 30. Isaiah Ixiii. 17. 
t Exodus i7. 21. 
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^ ground, through the midst of the sea : And 1, behold 
I will harden the hearts of the Egyptians, and they 
shall follow them; and I will get me honor upon 
Pharaoh, and upon all his host."* When the ful- 
filment of these predictions was seen, in the events 
which followed, '' The Lord said unto Moses, go in 
unto Pharaoh, for I have hardened his heart, and the 
heart of his servants, that I might shew these my 
signs before him."f 

The inference which the apostle draws, from the 
history of Jacob and Esau, and of Pharaoh, is, " There- 
fore hath he mercy on whom he will have mercy, and 
whom he will he hardeneth.":^ If these several pas- 
sages are allowed to have any meaning at all, they 
can signify nothing short of this, that God so ordered 
the course of bis providence, that the hardening of 
the hearts of Pharaoh and of the Egyptians, and of 
the Canaanites, was the certain consequence. In 
answer to these numerous and explicit declarations, 
will it b6 urged that, in other passages, it is frequently 
affirmed, that Pharaoh hardened his own heart ? Does 
it follow, of course, that the several texts quoted 



♦ Exodus vii. 3, 4, and chap xiv. 3, 4, 16, 17. 
t Exodus X. 1. t Romans ix. 18. 
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above are not true ; that there is do sense, in which 
God has ever hardened the hearts of men ? 

Will it be said, that God merely permitted their 
hearts to be hardened ; or permitted them to harden 
their own hearts. If this be conceded, it must still 
be understood, that he had power to prevent this re- 
sult. What sort of permission is a mere inability to 
prevent that which b permitted ? When it is said, 
that it was of the LcMrd to harden the hearts of the 
Canaanites, that be might destroy them utterly ; and 
of Sihoo, that the Lord God hardened his spirit, and 
made his heart obstinate, that he might deliver him 
into the hand of the Israelites ; and of Pharaoh, that 
the Lord hardened his heart, and the heart of his 
servants, that he might shew his signs before him ; 
}S nothing more intended by all this, than ibui God 
bad no power over the hearts of these men ; that he 
permitted them to be hardened, because be was una- 
ble to prevent it ? 

Do you say, that he left them to be hardened, un- 
der the course of his providence 1 Hen the course 
of his providence, his otm providential dispensations, 
bad an influence on them. Is the declaration of the 
apostle, that *^ he hath mercy on whom he will have 
mercy, and whom he will be hardeneth|'' consistent 
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with the supposition, that God has no power to pre- 
Tent the hardening of the heart? Is there no di^tin" 
guiahing interposition, in the case of those who are 
" vessels of mercy ?'' Do all these distinct declara- 
tions of scripture, respecting God's hardening the 
hearts of men, mean nothing more than that they 
happen to become hardened, under the influence to 
which they are exposed ? 

After attentively examining the various passages 
of scripture which speak of the purposes and agency 
of God, in relation to the hearts and actions of men ; 
declaring that he caiMe« righteousness to spring forth ; 
that be inclines the hearts of his people to obey him ; 
that he turns them at his pleasure ; that he makes 
them obedient or perverse ; that he directs their hearts 
into the love of God; that his counsel determines 
before, the things to be done by human agency^; tliaT 
he gives a new heart and a riglit spirit ; that he works 
ii^bis people to will and to do; that he is able to 
keep them from falling, till he presents them faultless, 
before the presence of bis glory ; and that, on the 
other band he often hardens the heart and makes it 
obstinate: after weighing well the import of tfa^se 
several expressions,^ can any one fail to admit, that 
according to the scriptures, God bas a determining 

17* 
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influeoce over human Tolitions ; can he escape from 
thb cooclusioDy on any other grouod, than that he 
has come to the examination, with a preconceived 
and settled opinion, that such a doctrine can not be 
true, and therefore, can not be found in the oracles 
of God ? Are we thus to explain away the explicit 
declarations of scripture, till we have brought- them 
to coincide with our own philosophy ? Can the ad- 
vocates of a directing and determining divine influ- 
ence, express their opinions in stronger or more defi- 
nite terms, than those used by the inspired writers I 
It is not necessary to contend, that a determining 
influence implies, in all cases, a positive and imme* 
diate agency of God upon the heart. If in his un* 
searchable wisdom, he chooses, in many instances, to 
leave the. human will to itself, and to the motives pre- 
sGut^d to its io ^he ordinary course of events ; while, 
as often as he sees fit, be interposes by special prov^ 
idences, and by the operations of his Spirit, to give a 
new direction to its acts ; 4t is then truly under his 
control. '* The rivers of water are in the hand of the 
Lord," because he either allows them to flow in their 
accustomed channels, or '^ turneth them whithersoever 
be will." So the human heart is in his hand, if he 
can either directly or indirectly, control its exercises, 
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whenever he pleases. But if, from the very nature 
of moral agents, all their volitions must be contingent, 
in the absolute sense; they can be subject to no dW 
rectipg influence, from any quarter whatever. They 
must be left wholly to the determination of chance. 



The question, whether human volitions are contin- 
gent, is nothing less than this, whether God can, in 
any way, by the measures of his providence, by the 
precepts and sanctions of his law, by the mercy of the 
gospel, by the terrors of perdition, by the glories of 
heaven, or by the operations of his Spirit, have any 
influence over the voluntary acts of his creatures. It 
is, in short, a question, whether God or chance is on 
the throne of the moral universe. That the Creator 
of all things can control the material world, no one 
ventures to deny. But the theories of many seem to 
suppose, that he can not touch the springs of mora) 
action, without deranging the essential laws of ac- 
countable agency. Yet the government exercised 
over all created minds, is as much nuMre important^ 
than the regulation of the material universe, as the 
worlds of intelligent creatures, exceed in value the 
worlds of matter which they inhabit « 
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This 18 DOt a subject of barreo speculation. It is 
intimately connected with some of the most impor- 
tant doctrines and duties of evangelical religion. Not 
only does the efficacy of divine influence on the hearts 
of men imply, that something from without the will 
is concerned in determining its volitions ; but the suc- 
cess of all human efforts for the prevention of iniqui- 
ty, and the promotion oflioliness, must depend on 
their tendency, in connection with other influences, 
to give direction to acts of the will. If volitions are, 
in th^ absolute sense, contingent; if they are so self- 
determined, as to be entirely independent of every 
thing from without, for being as they are ; how una- 
vailing must be all our endeavors to induce others to 
turn from the practice of iniquity. To what purpose 
are religious instruction, and admonition, and exhorta- 
tion, and intreaty, if they have no influence upon the 
feelings and purposes of the persons addressed ? How 
can a preacher enter the desk, with any hope of suc- 
cess, if he believes, that the hearts of his hearers are 
controlled by the law of contingence? Why should 
a parent attempt to guard his child against the allure- 
ments of vice, if temptatbn has no power to influ- 
ence the will ; if warning has no efficacy in restrain- 
ing from iniquity ? We ought aot| inde^, to rely on 
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any human means as being, of themselyes, sufficient 
to produce holiness, without the accompanying agen- 
cy of the Divine Spirit. But absolute contingence is 
as inconsistent with any efficacious operation of the 
Spirit of God, as with a determining influence from 
the efibrts of men. 

The belief that human volitions are not rendered 
sinful or holy by blind contingence, is in accordance 
with the scriptural representation of the entire c/e- 
pravity of man in his unrenewed state. It implies 
that there are causes and influences in operation, 
which give a uniform character of sinfulness to his 
acts of will. But there is no uniformity in the results 
of contingence. Permanent depravity is inconsistent 
with the supposition that, with respect to each sepa- 
rate volition, there is an even chance whether it will 
be sinful or holy. 

Contingent determination of the will is inconsistent 
with the scriptural account of the change which is 
wrought, in the heart of man, by the S^rit of God. 
Here is an influence from without. If it has any ef- 
ficacy, in determining the acts of the will to be holy, 
there is something besides contingence, something be- 
sides the man himself, which is concerned in deciding 
what hb volitions shall be. When the Spirit of God, 
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